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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Jostice Bruce has bsen nominated by the Lord 
Chancellor to exercise the jurisdiction of a judge under section 
3 of the Benefices Act, 1898, in succession to the late Lord 
Justice Currry. 





On Wepyesbay the operation of the compulsory provisions of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, became applicable to the following 
parishes in the County of ‘London—namely, the parishes of 
Shoreditch, Bethnal Green, Mile End Old Town, Wapping, 
St. George’s- in-the-East, Shadwell, Ratcliff, Limehouse, Bow, 
Bromley, and Poplar. The provisions of the Act will, therefore, 
have to be borne in mind with regard to dealings with land in 
the above-mentioned parishes in the East Ead of London, as 
well as in the parishes of Hampstead, 8S: Pancras, Marylebone, 
and St. George's, Hanover Square. Maps of tho parishes 
included in the above-mentioned groups, shewing the parish 
boundaries, can be seen at the Land Registry. 





On Monpay the Court of Appeal granted an appl lication by 
the respondents in the case of McLaughlin v. ( J. Clayton, 
that the appellant, a boy claiming conpeneation under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, should give security for 
the costs of his appeal. It was the first application for security 
that has been made, and its result will emacs | materially 
diminish the number of appeals. Counsel in support of the 
application read an aflidavit which stated that the expenses of 
the arbitration and all matters connected therewith had been 
paid by a combination of workmen. If the appeal failed, it 
would be impossible to get costs, since the boy had nothing, and 
the union men, the real appellants, were not onthe record. The 
court held that the union was really fighting the appesl, and 


| that the facts disclosed by the affidavit amounte! to ‘special 
| circumstances ” 
costs, 


giving them jurisdiction to order security for 





A Bais. which has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
‘and read a third time in the House of Lords is intended to 
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remove an anomaly which exists under section 32 of the Solicitors 
Act, 18438, as to the restoration of a solicitor who has been 
steuck off the roll. That section provides that if any solicitor 
acts as agent for a person not duly qualified to act as a solicitor, 
or does any act enabling such unqualified person to act asa 
solicitor, the solicitor so offending shall ‘‘be struck off the 
ro!l, and for ever after disabled from practising as a solicitor.” 
Oidinarily when a solicitor is struck off the roll, the proceeding 
is not necessarily final, and the Master of the Rolls has juris- 
diction to re-admit him, though the jurisdiction is naturally 
exercised with great care. But the above provision pre- 
cludes in the cases specified the possibility of restoration, 
although the offence at which it is aimed is certainly 
not of so grave a character as those which frequently 
are made the ground of charges against solicitors. The Bill 
accordingly proposes, by clause 1, that ‘‘ the Master of the Rolls 
shall have power to replace on the roll of solicitors a solicitor 
who has been, either before or after the commencement of this 
Act, struck off the roll under the provisions” of the above- 
mentioned section. Cases under the section would thus be put 
on the same footing as other cases, and the same jurisdiction 
to restore the solicitor would exist in all. 





Ir may be remembered that in Bensusan v. Clarke (Times, 
12th November and 13th December, 1897) Cuanyeztt, J., 
expressed an opinion that a waiver clause in a prospectus is 
effectual where it indicates the description and nature of the 
contracts which are to be waived. In the case of Greenwood v. 
Leathershod Wheel Co. (Times, 24th February, 1899), Kexewicn, 
J., appears to have adopted and emphasized this doctrine. He 
is reported to have said that he ‘‘ would assume that a statutory 
provision such as that in question {section 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867] could be waived, but in his judgment a waiver clause, 
to be good, must be so framed as to tell a reader of ordinary 
intelligence what is intended to be waived. This prospectus 
stated that there might be other agreements ‘as to the formation 
of the company, the subscription to the capital, or otherwise,’ to 
none of which the company was a party and which might tech- 
nically fall within section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867. The 
agreement in question was not one as to the formation of the 
company, or the subscription to the capital, and therefore, if 
covered at all by the language of the clause, it must fall within 
the words ‘or otherwise.’ An intending applicant for shares 
asked to waive the benefit of the statutory provision was entitled 
to some notion of the rights which he was giving up, and was 
also entitled to say that he did not give up anything which was 
not fairly brought under his notice. Whatever might be the 
= a better-framed waiver clause, there was no waiver 

ere. 





THE QUESTION at issue in Le George and The Goldsmiths and 
General Burglary Insurance Association admitted of so much 
doubt that it is not surprising that the decision of Wits and 
Kennepy, JJ. (1898, 2 Q. B. 136), has been reversed by the 
Court of Appeal. The dispute was as to whether the facts 
brought the case within the terms of the policy. The language 
of that instrument was not very clear as to the precise risk 
insured against; it recited the intention to effect an insurance 
‘‘against loss or damage by burglary and housebreaking as 
hereinafter defined”; no express definition followed, but in 
the operative part of the policy the association agreed to pay 
upon a loss ‘‘by theft following upon actual forcible and 
violent entry upon the premises” wherein the property assured 
was stated to be situate. The thief, out of whose exploit the 
claim arose, entered the claimant’s shop by opening in the 
ordinary way the street door, which had been left unlocked and 
unbolted ; having thus entered the premises, he forcibly prized 
off an iron plate, to which a padlock was attached, and so 
obtained access to the show-case containing the jewellery. 
The court below seem to have regarded the word “ violent” 
as adding nothing to ‘‘forcible,” and as being a synonym 
for the words “ ¢t armis,” which are found in old 
indictments for housebreaking and burglary. ‘The mere 
opening of the door by turning the handle was a physical ect 
Fequiring some force, and it was not unreasonable to hold that 


the court would not go into the question of the degree of force 
used or necessary to be used provided that force was actually 
present. It is, of course, well established that on an indictment 
for housebreaking or burglary there is an actual breaking or 
forcible entry if admission is obtained by opening an unfastened 
window or an unlocked door, and the Divisional Court took ths 
view that if there was an actual breaking as understood by the 
criminal law the conditions of the policy were satisfied. The 
Court of Appeal have taken a less technical view, and haya 
given to the words ‘‘actual forcible and violent entry ” 
the meaning which would naturally be put upon them 
by a layman; if the technical meaning according to 
criminal law be abandoned, it becomes clear that there 
was not in this case such force or violence as would 
bring the facts within the terms of the policy, and it may 
be, as the Lord Chief Justice observed, that ‘‘the policy was 
intended to apply to an entry by real violence, and not, as in 
this case, by stealth.” It was contended that the forcible 
opening of the show-case was itself sufficient to satisfy the 
policy: but this act could not reasonably be considered to be an 
‘‘ entry’ on the premises ; the entry had already been effected. 
The decision is of importance, and it should make persons insuriug 
jewellery careful to require that the policy should be so ex- 
— as to cover an entry by stealth as well as by force or 
violence. 





Pustic opinion has recently declared itself very strongly 
against a person who causes the death of a woman through the 
effects of an illegal operation being convicted of murder and 
sentenced to death. There are, however, many cther cases of 
homicide which the law calls murder, but which by universal 
consent are not really murders. To remedy this state of things 
Mr. Amprosz, Q.C., has introduced into the House of Commons 
a ‘‘ Constructive Murder Amendment Bill.” Our law is undoubt- 
edly deficient in classifying all culpable homicides under one or 
other of two heads only ; and centuries of judicial decisions have 
brought the law of murder to such a state that it cannot be ad- 
ministered, owing to the strong feelings that prevail nowadays 
against inflicting the punishment of death except in extreme cases. 
The law has been brought to this state entirely through judicial 
devolopments of the doctrine of constructive or implied malice. 
To killa man “with malice aforethought” is murder. But 
what is malice? It is not necessarily any sort of spite or evil 
intention towards the person killed. A man is guilty of murder, 
and liable by law to suffer death, who attempts to commit any 
felony and in the course of such attempt accidentally kills an 
individual whom he had no intention whatever of injuring. 
This is because malice is imputed to him from his guilty state of 
mind. Volumes, however, have been written upon the meaning 
of malice without arriving at any very definite result. Now, 
it may probably be said that according to public opinion 
no one should suffer death for murder unless he does 
an act with the intention of killing or injuring some person, 
or does an act very likely to cause death with a reckless dis- 
regard of consequences in order to carry out some felonious 
purpose, and in either case such act causes death. Thus, the 
man who in a moment of irritation draws a knife and stabs 
another so that he dies is universally considered a murderer. 
So, too, is the man who wrecks a train in order to rob the mail- 
bags, and in so doing kills some of the passengers; yet he 
does not intend to kill anyone; he is merely reckless whether 
he kills anyone or not, if only he can gain his wickel 
object. If, then, the punishment of death is to be cor- 
fined to such cases, it seems only right that such cases 
alone should be regarded by the law as murder. In 
these cases there is clearly malice within an easily understood 
meaning of the word; but the time has come when the doctrise 
of constructive malice should be put an end to~ Mr. Amprosz’s 
Bill provides that ‘ aoe a trial for murder, no constructive 
or implied malice shall be imputed to the accused merely 
because it is shewn that he caused the death of the deceased 
by, or in the course of the commission of, an attempt to commit 
some other felony.”” This will cover a large number of the 
cases which have offended public feeling. Thus it covers those 





cases which have recently attracted so much attention, It 
covers the case of a person who sets fire to a house not 
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knowing that anyone is inside, and accidently burns someone 


- to death. It finally disposes of the man who shoots at a fowl, 


intending to steal it, and kills a man whom he did not see. It 
js doubtful, however, whether it effects all that is required ; 
for example, the law that if two persons agree together to com- 
mit suicide, and one fails in the attempt, while the other succeeds, 
the one who fails is guilty of murdering the other. Anyhow, 
the Bill is a step in the right direction, and seems calculated to 
greatly reduce the number of those cases in which a judge is 
obliged to go through the form of pronouncing a sentence of 
death that everyone knows will never be carried out. 





ON THE suBsJECT Of murder it is very useful to turn to the 
Indian Penal Code, which often reproduces all that is best in 
our criminal law while rejecting what is mischievous. In 
England the chief question seems to be what was the character 
of the act which caused death. If the act was a felonious one, 
although death was the last thing the accused wished to cause, 
he is guilty of murder. In India, on the other hand, the 
question is what was the intention of the person who did the 
act. There are, of course, different degrees of homicide, but, as 
in this country, it is only for murder that the punishment of death 
can be inflicted ; and murder in the Code is strictly defined with 
regard to intention. By the Code a person is guilty of murder 
who causes death by doing an act with the intention of causing 
death, or with the intention of causing bodily injury such as is 
likely to cause death, or with the knowledge that the act is so 
dangerous as to be likely to cause death. In no other case can 
a person be convicted of murder, though he may be heavily 
punished for other kinds of culpable homicide. It is submitted 
that it would be an improvement on Mr. Ampnosz’s Bill to 
bring the law more into line with the Indian law. This might 
be done very simply by a short Act providing that henceforth 
the crime of murder should be either of the first degree or of 
the second degree; and that only for murder of the first degree 
should capital punishment be inflicted. Murder of the first 
degree should then be defined on the lines of the Indian Code, 
and all other acts which now constitute murder should be 
murder of the second degree. By such a provision the law 
would not be changed in the least, except in the direction 
(much to be desired) of giving to the judge who hears the 
facts, and not to the Home Secretary, the power of fixing the 
punishment in cases where it is not proper to put the guilty 
person to death, and of allowing juries to give verdicts in 
accordance with their sense of right. 





AN ImporTANT point under the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, 
arose at the Lewes Assizes last week, in the course of a case tried 
before Mr. Justice Witis. The prisoner, who was charged with 
a misdemeanour under section 5, sub-section 1, of the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act, 1885, had, while awaiting trial, married 
the girl upon whom the offence was alleged to have been com- 
mitted. It was proposed at the trial to call the girl as a witness 
for the prosecution, but the prisoner’s counsel objected upon the 
ground that, notwithstanding section 4 of the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, the wife of a person charged with an offence under 
the Criminal Law Amerdment Act, 1885, is still not a compell- 
able but only a competent witness. The girl was called, but 
declined to give evidence, and she was allowed to leave the box, 
the learned judge observing that he ‘‘did not know what the 
Act of Parliament meant, and he did not suppose that 
anyone else did so either.’ Judicial censures upon the 
drafting of statutes are frequently well-deserved, but in 
the present instance the intention of the Legislature seems 
fairly clear. The Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, is 
named in the schedule of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, 
section 4, sub-section 1, of which provides as follows: ‘The 
wife or husband of a perron charged with an offence under any 
enactment mentioned in the schedule to this Act may be called as 
4@ witness either for the prosecution or defence, and without the 
consent of the person charged.” It is submitted that, while the 
expression ‘“‘may be called asa witness” is perhaps novel in 
enabling statutes of this kind, the intention is sufficiently clear. 
The words imply the usual obligations of a witness, of which 
compellability is one, and there is no reason to depart from the 


natural meaning. It is true, of course, that in the particular in- 
stance the effect of the construction here suggested is to alter the 
previous law. Prior to the passing of the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, the wife of a person charged with an offence under the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, was a ‘‘ competent but not 
compellable” witness. It is to be observed, however, that the 
Acts named in the schedule of the Criminal Evideuce Act, 1898, 
affect the admissibility of the evidence of the husband or wife 
of the accused person in various ways. Under some of these 
enactments the husband or wife is a competent and compellable 
witness ; under others, the husband or wife is competent but 
not compellable; while under others again—e.g., the Vagrancy 
Act, 1824—the wife is not even a competent witness against her 
husband on a charge of neglecting to maintain or deserting her : 
Reeve v. Wood (84 L, J. 15). Such was the state of the law 
immediately prior to the passing of the Criminal Evidence Act, 
1898. It is obvious, therefore, that whatever construction be 
put on section 4 of that Act, it must alter the law as it existed 
under one or other of the scheduled statutes, by substituting for 
the various rules one and the same rule. And it is submitted 
that, as in some of the cases the husband or wife was already a 
compellable witness, a strong inference arises in favour of a 
construction which extends this rule to all the cases, for it is 
unreasonable to suppose that the Legislature would go back upon 
its steps. 





THE LANGUAGE of section 70 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
has been described as ‘‘sweeping,” but, as Romer, J., said 
in the case of Jones v. Barnett (reported elsewhere), it would 
be startling if it had as wide an operation as was there 
contended on behalf of the defendant. Shortly, the facts, as 
found in the above-mentioned case, were that one J. being 
indebted to the plaintiff’s husband, in consideration of the debt, 
at the husband’s request, by deed on the 3lst of May, 1894, 
conveyed to tho plaintiff all his reversionary interest in certain 
cottages. In 1895 the defendant, a judgment creditor of J., 
without any notice of the prior assignment, obtained an order 
appointing a receiver of the said reversionary interest, and 
followed up this equitable execution by getting a sale ordered 
by the court on a petition under the Judgments Act, 1864. At 
the auction under the order of the court, the defendant, by 
leave, purchased, and on the life tenant dying in 1897, entered 
into possession of the cottages. The plaintiff then for the first 
time gave notice of the assignment to her, and brought this 
action claiming the cottages and mesne profits. It was raised 
as a defence that, as the sale under which the defendant 
claimed was under an order of the court, section 70 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, operated to bind the plaintiff 
and defeat her prior title. Romer, J., who had reserved judg- 
ment, pointed out that though in terms the section—especially 
having regard to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Mostyn 
v. Mostyn (1893, 3 Ch. 376)—might seem to support such a con- 
tention, it must always be taken into consideration what exactly 
was the interest that the court intended to bind by the order. 
In the case before him it clearly was such interest as J. had in 
the property at the time when the receiver was appointed. It 
was never intended that the plaintiff's interest should be defeated, 
or that the plaintiff should be bound by the order. In the cases 
of Re Hall Dare (21 Ch. D. 41) and Mostyn v. Mostyn 
(ubi supra) the circumstances shewed that it must always have 
been intended that the persons who were not parties but were held 
bound should be bound. As defining the scope of the section, 
Romer, J., laid down the proposition that “if an order of court 
dealing with property, having regard to its terms and the 
proceedings in which and the circumstances under which it 
was made, would not be held, apart from section 70, to bind 
any particular estate or interest in the property, then that 
estate or interest would not be bouud by the order by reason or 
by virtue of the section.”” In Jones v. Barnett it was argued that 
the effect of a sale and conveyance under an order of the court 
was by section 70 to give a good title to the defendant to property 
which had already been conveyed to another. This, no doubt, 
was straining the section to the utmost, but the limitation 
suggested by the proposition laid down in the judgment would 
seem to go almost as far in cutting down the effect of the section. 








Some amending provision is required to give a middle course, 
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. Iy rueErecent case of Huddleston and Another v. Furness Railway 
Co. A. L.- Swirn, LJ., took occasion to remark that on an 
appeal from a county court, what the judge certifies to be his 
judgment must be accepted as conclusive upon the point, and 
that it is not right to allow the shorthand notes of such judgment 
to be read for the purpose of shewing that the judgment delivered 
differed from that certified by the judge himself. In this view, 
the other judges of the Court of Appeal (Corzins and Romer, 
L.JJ.) concurred, though Romer, L.J., desired to add this possible 
qualification—namely, that the court had aright to avail itself of 
extraneous means to explain any ambiguity in the judgment. 
This pronouncement of the Court of Appeal is, we believe, much 
needed, and will prevent future attempts being made to 
contradict the judge’s cfficial notes by those of irresponsible 
shorthand writers. Whether the court will still permit such 
notes to be supplemented, on vital points, by a transcript of the 
sherthand notes (see Re Sprange, 77 L. T. 808) is perhaps 
doubtful. It must not, however, be forgotten that where no 
notes are produced on appeal from a county court, the court has 
now power, under R, 8. C. ord. 59, r. 8, to hear the appeal on 
any other evidence or statement of what occurred in the court 
below which may be deemed sufficient. Thus in one case where 
no note of the evidence was taken by a county court judge 
sitting in admiralty, the court went so far as to order the 
witnesses who were examined at the trial to be again producsd 
and examined on the hearing of the appeal (Zhe Crescent, 1893, 
44 W. R. 533). 

Ir canNoT surprise anyone that the Government refused to 
accept the abstract, and somewhat crude, resolution proposed 
in the House of Commons on Tuesday last by Mr. Monk, and 
seconded by Mr. Brynyuor Jonzs, affirming that the time had 
come when the Government should initiate or facilitate legisla- 


diction of county courts. Nor can its rejection, by 98 votes to 


expressly asked the House to take this course in order that the 


system which would be satisfactory to the country. At the 
same time, we sympathize in great measure with the views 
expressed by those who supported the resolution in question, 
and concur in that expressed by Sir R. Rzerp—namely, that 
the county court judges are quite capable of deciding larger 
issues than are now entrusted to them. The number of remitted 
common law actions annually disposed of in the county courts 
indicates that these tribunals possess the public confidence, and 
that they are gradually developing into courts of first instance, 
for common law purposes at all events, 


Lozp Hexscue.t was at one time during his early years at the 
bar a contributor to this journal, and as indicative of the 
qualities which marked his work, a rather remarkable incident 
may be mentioned. While a series of articles from his pen on 
® question connected with bankruptcy law was in course of 
publication, the name of the writer was urgently asked for by 
@ solicitor, and, with Mr. Herscuxr.’s consent, was given; and 
on the strength of the articles he was at once taken into a case 
then pending. Considering the caution which is very properly 
exercised in the selection of counsel, this incident is a striking 
testimony to the ability and research displayed in the contri- 
butions referred to. 


Mr. BE. ¥. Wolfersian writes to the St. James's Gazette with regard to 
the late Lord Justice Chitty, that “when Aitken and Blore were 
the bowlers of the ton Vleven, and Streatfield ard ‘Bam’ Deacon were 
mighty wielders of the bat— Joe’ Chitty kept wicket, and was, admittedly, 
the firet amateur wicket-keeper of the day. To see him, crouched close 
behind the wicket with lege wide apert (there were ‘long-stops’ in those 
dsys and the wicket-keeper stood close in), and springing with the agility 


Of 4 «at, now here, now there, was a thing to see and not to forget. | 


Indeed, { remember to have heard that Box, the champion professional 
wicket-keeper of the day, on recing ( hitty one day in 4 match on ‘ Upper 


Cinth,’ dolefully thook his bead, muttering, ‘Ah! I can’t come up to that,’ 
On snoth<r oxasion, euch was the lightning quickness with which he 
Mumpel the batemen, that the whole field, including even the umpire, 
believed the man to have been bowled.” : 


; should have to suffer this double loss. 


LORD HERSCHELL. 


Tue death of Lord Hersonett has followed with startling 
suddenness the death of Lord Justice Cn1rry. In their careers 
and in their characters the two men were essentially different, 
but each in his respective sphere was a brilliant member of the 
judicial body, and it is a singular coincidence that that body 
Each event is deeply 
mourned, though for different reasons. The death of Sir 
JosEPH Currty struck the profession with a sense of personal 
loss. The man was deplored as much as the judge. He had 
been for so many years part of the Supreme Court, and had 
won such universal affection and respect, that his death was felt 
to be no ordinary loss. The service at Lincoln’s Chapel a fort- 
night ago was a sufficient testimony of this. Lord Herscuet. 
never had the opportunity of being brought into the same close 
contact with the profession, and, if he had, he would not have 
inspired the same feelings. His judicial career has been spent 
almost entirely in the House of Lords, and it is there that he 
has made his mark as a judge. 

The steps that led to his elevation to the Chancollorship were 
very rapid. He was called to the bar in 1860, at the age of 23, 
and took silk in 1872. In 1874 he stood for Durham in the 
Liberal interest, and was returned to Parliament for that con- 
stituency. In 1880 he was Solicitor-General, and six years later 
unforeseen events made him Lord Chancellor at the early age of 
49. In 1886 Mr. Grapstonez returned to power as an advocate 
of Home Rule, and Lord Szrzorne was unable to accept office 
wader him. ‘‘ We parted,” says Lord Szxsornz in his Memorials, 
in describing the interview at which Mr. Guapsrone tried to 
gain his adhesion, ‘‘ with expressions of affection and regret, 
but we parted practically for ever.” Lord James or Hererorp, 





then Sir Henry James, found it equally impossible to follow the 


- “antag oA rates ; pS" | new departure, and the vacancy thus left was filled by Sir 
tion having for its object a considerable extension of the juris- | 


Farrer Herscuert. The Home Rule disruption has been pro- 







acer 2 : | ductive of many evils, but the appointment of the new Chancellor 
69, be viewed with regret, especially as the Attorney-General | was not one pe rom PP 
; : | motion judiciall litically. 
Goverament might have time to consider and develop a proper | ee Peeey ae ey 


Lord HerscHett fully justified his pro- 
With the political side of his 
work we are not here concerned, but we may notice that the 


| Liberal party at the present ebb of its fortunes is singularly 


unfortunate in losing so capable a champion in the House of 
Lords. 

For the judicial side of his work we have nothing but praise. 
A glance at the decisions of the House of Lords for the last 
| twelve years will show in how many important cases he has 
taken part, and in many of them it is his judgment to which the 
practising lawyer most readily turns to ascertain the law as 
| thus finally determined. Foremost, perhaps, we may put his 
judgment in Derry v. Peek (14 App. Cas. 337), where he defines 
the circumstance which will establish fraud, and so maintaia an 
| action for deceit. Familiar, too; is the part he took in maintain- 
| ing intact the nominal capital of a company under the Companies 
| Acts, by his judgment ia Zrevor v. Whitworth (12 App. Cas, 409), 
| prohibiting a company from purchasing its own shares, and ia 

Ooregum Gold Mining Co, v. Roper (1892, A. C. 125), finally pre- 
cluding the possibility of issuing shares at a discount. He gave 
judgment in favour of ‘‘one man” companies in Salomon v. 
| Salomon & Co. (1897, A. ©. 22), saying that the business 
of the House as a court of law was to interpret the law, 
land not to make it; and he assisted in Lloomenthal v. Ford 
|(1897, A. ©. 156) in preventing an act of injustice being 
|committed under cover of section 25 of the Companies Act, 
| 1867. He was not a party to Karl of Sheffield v. London and 
| Joint-Stock Bank (13 App. Cas. 333), by which the House of 
Lords imperiled the title of banks taking negotiable securities 
as deposit for advances, but he was a party to the decision ia 
London Joint-Stock Bank v. Simmons (1892, A, C, 201), by which 
the effect of the earlior case was removed. In Lank of England 
v. Vayliano (1891, A. O, 107) he agreed with the majority of the 
House that a payee whese name is fraudulently introduced into 
a bill of exchange without any intention of his beiog the real 
myee is a “ fictitious or non-existing person” within the mean- 
| ing of section 7 (3) of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, so as to 
| make the bill payable to bearer, and his judgment in this caso is 
usually referred to for his remarks upon the weight to be 
attached in the construction of a codifying statute to carlier 
decisions, 
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The above cases are concerned largely with commercial law, 
andin dealing with them Lord Herscnet. was drawing upon 
his own experience when at the bar. Different ground was 
broken in Lawrance vy. Lord Norreys (15 App. Cas. 210), where 
he exposed an attempt to set up concealed fraud as a bar to 
the Statute of Limitations, and concurred in dismissing the 
action as vexatious. Barnardo v. McHugh (1891, A. C. 388) was 
one of a series of cases which occurred a few years back upon 
the custody of children, and it gave Lord Herscuett an oppor- 
tunity of laying down the law as to the rights of a mother over 
her illegitimate child. Taylor v. Russell (1982, A. C. 244) and 
Ward v. Duncombe (1893, A. C. 369) were both important cases 
on the priority of mortgages, the one on the protection afforded 
by getting in the legal estate, and the other on the effect of 
notice to only one of a set of trustees of a charge on an equit- 
able interest, and they produced excellent judgments from Lord 
HerscHELt on these points. But to review his work in the 
House of Lords is to call to mind all the memorable decisions of 
recent years. The rest of the House were content to leave to 
him the labour of preparing the judgment in the well-known 
rating case of London County Council v. Erith (1893, A. C. 562), 
and he delivered notable judgments in British South Africa Co. 
v. Companhia de Mogambique (1893, A. C. 602), on the jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Court in a case of trespass to land situate abroad ; 
in Nordenfelt v. Maxim-Nordenfelt Co. (1894, A. C. 535), which 
put upon a fresh basis the law as to covenants in restraint 
of trade ; and in Zrego v. Hunt (1896, A. C. 7), on the rights of a 
purchaser of the goodwill of a business. He was with the 
majority of the House of Lords in Russell v. Russell (1897, A. C. 
395) in perpetuating the narrower view of legal cruelty, that it 
imports bodily hurt or injury to health, or a reasonable appre- 
hension of the same, here again remarking that the House had 
only to administer the law, not to make it; and he took part in 
the famous decision in Allen v. Flood (1898, A. O. 1). 

Undoubtedly he was one of the most reliable members of the 
House of Lords, and the efficiency of that tribunal will be 
seriously impaired by his loss. His judgments dealt with 
admirable directness and lucidity with the subject in hand. So 
far as delivery went, it was a pleasure to listen to them. His 
occasional appearances in the Court of Appeal revealed to the 
profession generally his eminent judicial abilities, and shewed 
that he was skilled in the rapid and efficient management of 
business. 

From his habits and appearance no one would have anticipated 
that his life was to be so soon cut short. Apart from 
partizan considerations, his services were always at the disposal 
of the State, and it is in the course of public work of an excep- 
tionally responsible and important kind that he has met, his 
death. By the sheer force of his intellectual abilities he raised 
himself to the highest position in the profession, and it is matter 
of profound regret that he has been taken away when those 
abilities were still unimpaired, and when he was doing such 
eminently useful work. 








THE LIABILITY OF A LANDLORD FOR ACCIDENTS 
DUE TO NON-REPAIR. 
Tne decision of the Court of Appeal (Lord Russert, L.C.J., 
A. L. Surrn, and Contins, L.JJ.) in Broggi v. Robins (Times, 
22nd February) appears to suggest a doubt upon a rule hitherto 
supposed to be well settled—-namely, that where a landlord is 
under an obligation to the tenant to do repairs, he is liable to a 
stravger for an accident due to his failure to comply with this 
obligation. In Zrogg’ vy, Robins the plaintiff was the infant 
child of the tenant of two rooms held under the defendant 
a a weekly tenancy. In September, 1896, the floor of one 
of the rooms was found to be defective, and the defendant's 
collector promised that whatever was necessary in the 
way of repairs should be done. A new plank was accordingly 
in the floor, but the repair was not sufficient. In 
Vebruary, 1897, the floor gave way, and the plaintiff was thrown 
into the fire. Previously to these occurrences the landlord had 
remedied a defect in the fireplace, but it was not then found 
that the floor was in an uosrfe condition, The plaintiff's case 
was that the landlord had agreed eithor expressly or impliedly 








under any express or implied obligation to repair, and also that 
he had had any notice of the want of repair. At the trial Day, 
J., found against him on all points. There was an express 
agreement to repair, or, failing that, an agreement to do 
necessary repairs was to be implied from the usages of weekly 
tenancies, and the landlord had had notice of the defective state 
of the premises. He accordingly held the landlord liable, and 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for £100. 

There is no doubt about the rule that primd facie the liability 
to a stranger for an accident due to the defective state of 
remises is on the tenant, but under certain circumstances this 
iability may be shifted to the landlord. The law is concisely 
stated in the judgment of Denman and Lorzs, JJ., in Nelson v. 
Liverpool Brewery Co, (2 C. P. D., p. 313): “Thera are only 
two ways in which landlords or owners can be made liable, in 
the case of an injury to a stranger by the defective repair of 
premises let to a tenant, the occupier and the occupier alone 
being primd facie liable: first, in the caso of a contract by a 
landlord to do repairs, where the tenant can sue him for not re- 
pairing ; secondly, in the case of a misfeasance by the landlord, 
as, for instance, where he lets premises in a ruinous con- 
dition. In either of these cases we think an action would lie 
against the owner.” The first proposition depends on the 
decision of the Common Pleas in 1794 in Payne v. Rogers (2 
H. Bl. 349). The plaintiff had sustained injury by his leg 
slipping through a hole in the pavement into a vault below owing 
to some bars which went under the pavement being cut of repair. 
The defence was that though, as between the landlord and the 
tenant, the former might have to bear the expense of repairs, 
yet, as between the tenant and the public, the tenant was bound 
to look to the state of them, at should be liable for any 
accident that might happen by his neglect. But the court 
declined to take this view. ‘!I agree,” said Brier, J., “that 
the tenant as occupier is primd facie liable to the public, what- 
ever private agreement there may be between him and the 
landlord. But if he can shew that the landlord is to repair, the 
landlord is liable for neglect to repair.” And Hearn, J., put 
this result upon the principle of avoiding circuity of action: 
‘*Tf we were to hold that the tenant was liable in this case, we 
should encourage circuity of action, as the tenant would have 
his remedy over against the landlord.” The law as thus laid 
down was accepted in J/ilis v. Zemple- West (1 Times L. R. 503), 
where Fretp, J., said that, if there was evidence for the jury 
that the landlord had agreed to do the rapairs, he would be 
liable to the public for the consequences of a neglect of that 
duty, especially if it appeared that he had had notice of the 
want of repair. 

Moreover, although the landlord may not be under any 
liability to the tenant to repair, yet if he lets the premises in a 
dangerous condition, and does not impose on the tenant aa 
obligation to repair them, he is liable to the public for any 
accident which may result. ‘‘If,” it was said by Eats, CJ., in 
Todd v. Flight (9 C. B. N. S., p. 389), “the. wrong causing the 
damage arises from the nonfeasance or the misfeasance of the 
lessor, the party suffering damage from the wrong may sue 
him.” The condition of the premises constitutes a nuisance, and 
the lessor is liable it he lets them or relets them while 
the nuisance continues: Reg. v. Pediey (1 A. & E. 822), 
In Gandy vy. Jubber (5 B & S. 78) a tenancy from year to year 
| was at firat held to recommence every year, so as to render the 
| lessor liable for the existenca of a dangerous state of non- 
repair at the beginning of each year of the tenancy; but the 
decision was reversed (9 B. & S. 15), and such a tenancy is to 
be taken to go on without break. Itis the same also witha 
weekly tenancy (Bowen v. Anderson, 1894, 1 Q. BL 164; dis- 
approving Sandford v. Clarke, 21 Q. B.D. 398). 

t would, seem, however, that the primed frei liability of a land- 
lord who lets premises in a dangerous condition ceases if the 
tenant is placed under an obligation to repair. Tae priaciple upoa 





which his liability is founded is that he has authorized the coa- 
tinuance of the dangerous state, and this is not the 
| case if the responsibility for repairs has been traasferred to the 
tenant. In Pretty v. Biokwore (LR. 8 CP. 401) the defendant 
let a house to a tenant under a lease, by which the Latter cove. 


to keep the premises in repair, and that, the accident being due! nanted to keep it in repair, The coal cellar was uader the 


to non-repair, he was liable, Tho dofendant denied that he was ' footway, and the iron plate covering the aper‘ure was, at the 
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A passer-by 
fell into the aperture, and was injured. It was held that he 


time of the demise, out of repair and dangerous, 


had no remedy against the landlord. ‘‘The tenant,” said 
Bovitt, CJ., ‘‘ knowing that the coal-shoot wanted repair, was 
bound to put it in a safe and proper state. I think there was 
no obligation on the lessor to do it, and that the lessee would 
have no remedy over against him. If the duty of the 
repairing had rested upon the landlord, no doubt he 
would have been liable.’ In this case the question of 
the landlord’s knowledge of the defect was not raised, 
and since the liability was treated as being only on the tenant it 
was not material. In the similar case of Gwinnell v. Eamer 
(L. R. 10 C. P. 658) there was no evidence of such knowledge, 
and this was used by Brett, J., as a reason for exempting the 
landlord : ‘‘ The owner at the time [of letting | had no knowledge 
of the defective state of the grating, and had no means of 
knowing it, and was guilty of no negligence in being ignorant 
of it.” The learned judge intimated that, had the landlord been 
aware of the defect, he might have been liable as well as the 
tenant, though his own opinion was against this view. ‘I 
doubt very much,” he said, ‘‘ whether, if the burthen of repair 
is cast upon the tenant, the duty of the landlord does not alto- 
gether cease.” 

In cases where the landlord has contracted to repair, or where 
he lets the premises in a dangerous condition and does not 
impose the burden of repairs upon the tenant, it is important 
to ascertain whether his liability depends upon knowledge of 
the etate of the premises. In Broggi v. Robins Day, J., as 
stated above, held that the landlord had notice, and hence 
it was unnecessary to determine what the effect of want of 
notice would have been. 
come to an opposite conclusion as to the facts. The landlord’s 
attention had not been called to the defect in the floor 
which was the cause of the accident, and hence he had committed 
no breach of his undertaking to repair. It seems to have been 
held that such an undertaking was to be implied from the 
nature of the tenancy, even if it had not been expressly given. 
But the result of holding that the landlord, for want of notice, 
had not broken his contract, was to exclude the right of the 
plaintiff to recover, and the judgment of Day, J., in her favour 
was reversed. From the point of view of the public the result 
is unsatisfactory. The tenant, who ought to be aware of the 
defect, is not liable, and the landlord escapes liability because 
the tenant does not call his attention tothe defect. B-tween the 
two a stranger is left without remedy. 

A third point was raised in the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal, whether a person who was not a party to the contract 
to repair was entitled to sue in respect of the consequences of a 
breach of the contract. 
necessary to decide it, and it appears to have been treated as an 
open question. The cases above referred to do not, however, 
suggest that there is any doubt as to the right of a stranger to 
sue. He does not sue for the breach of contract, but for the 
tort involved in the premises being allowed to be in a dangerous 
state. Unless such state is due to a concealed defect some 
perscn should be liable, either the landlord or the tenant. The 
tenant’s primd facie liability is shifted to the landlord if the 
latter agreed to repair; but though the agreement is the 
foundation for the landlord’s liability, it is not on the agree- 
ment that a stranger sues, and it is no objection that there has 
been no breach as against him. Such, at least, seems to have 
been assumed to be the rule hitherto. 


—————— 


On the 25rd ult , ia the House of Comm ms, in reply to Mr. Loug), Sir 
M. W. Ridley said: If it should be found that arrears in the Supreme | 
Court tend permanently to increase aud cannot be reduced by more elastic 
arrangements for facilitating the despatch of business, the Government 
would be prepared to consider an increase to the number of judges. But 
we are not satisfied tliat these conditions exist at present. Kir H. Fowler 
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REVIEWS. 


THE SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 

PRACTICE ON THE SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. BEING A CoL.Ec- 
TION OF THE RULES AND Forms As TO DIRECTIONS AND THE 
Various ENACTMENTS AND RULES OF COURT AF¥ECTED THEREBY, 
WITH NOTES GIVING THE GENERAL PRACTICE UNDER ORDER 30, AND 
SHEWING ITS INFLUENCE ON OTHER BRANCHES OF PROCEDURE. 
By Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of 
Justice, Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The compulsory summons for directions constitutes a new depar- 
ture in the conduct of litigation, and, as is usual with new depar- 
tures, however well intended they may be, it has produced difficulties 
of its own. Moreover, the usual means for removing those difficulties 
do not exist. Questions on the summons rarely come into court, and 
the practitioner misses the help which he usually looks to derive 
from reported cases. It is matter of congratulation, therefore, 
that Mr. Stringer has taken the subject in hand, and has told for the 
benefit of the profession all that is to be known about the practice 
under the summons. 

That in some cases the summons has proved useful may be admitted, 
but it has the disadvantage that the new procedure which it 
introduces bears no necessary relation to existing rules, and a good 
deal of confusion arises from the manner in which the rules are 
sometimes found to beimpliedly repealed. Mr. Stringer instances the 
change effected in ord. 27, r. 7. Under that rule the plaintiff in an 
action for the recovery of Jand is entitled to enter judgment in default 
of defence. But under order 30 he is now bound to issue a summons 
for directions and must wait till the time for defence limited by the 
order made on the summons has expired. 

The first chapter uf the book contains the rules of order 30, the 
forms thereunder, and a summary of the practice. The points arising 
| on practice are very clearly and concisely stated. The summons cannot 
be issued till after appearance, and a bar is placed upon taking any 
fresh step in the action until after the issue of the summons, 
exceptions being allowed only in the case of applications for an 





Under the circumstances it was not | 


| injunction or a receiver and in two other specified cases. But this 
| prohibition, seemingly clear though it is, raises a number of 
questions. Is, for instance, a discontinuance under ord, 26, r. 1, or a 
confession of defence under ord. 24, r. 3, a ‘fresh step’ in the action 
which the plaintiff cannot take till after the issue of the summons? 
These matters will be found fully and admirably discussed in 
Chapter IT. 

It is to be noticed that order 30 operates as a kind of dispensing 
statute, and that the judge or master deems himself at liberty under 
| it to abridge or extend the ordinary times fixed by the rules, and 
otherwise to alter the proceedings in the action. The authority for 
this appears to be Busxter v. Houldsworth (15 Times L. R. 84), a 
decision from which Mr. Stringer infers that ‘‘ so long as no actual 
| injustice is done, the Court of Appeal will support whatever is 
| ordered in chambers on giving directions, whether it overrides rules, 

or decisions, or established practice.” 
| Other points which are discussed are the application of the 


| summons for directions in cases where there are several defendants 
| and some only have appeared, and the influence of order 30 on the 
| delivery of statements of claim and on delivery of defence, In 
| Chapter VII. Mr. Stringer deals with the difficulty which arose last 
Long Vacation in consequence of the sudden discontinuance of the 
issue of summonses for directions. This is a matter which should 
be properly regulated befvre the next vacation. But we have said 
enough to shew the able and thorough manner in which Mr. 
Stringer has dealt with his subject. Practitioners who are in 
| perplexity over order 40 will not fail to have recourse to his book. 


PRACTICE, 

THe YeARLY Svurreme Covar Pracrice, 1899, Bein THE 
JUDICATURE ACTS AND RULES, 1873 TO 1898, AND OTHER STATUTES 
AND ORDERS RELATING TO THE PRACTICE OF THE SUPREME Count, 
WITH THE APPELLAYE PRACTICE OF THE House or Lorps. Wirt 
Praciica Norges. By M. Murm Mackenzim, B.A., a Bencher of 
the Middle Temple, 8. G. Lusutncron, N.A., B.C.L., Barrister- 
at-Law, and Jown Cin es Fox, a Master of the Supreme Court. 
Assisted by C. G. 8, McAuusran, AncuibaLp Ruan, B.A., and 
Bruce L, Ricumonp, M.A,., Barristers-at-Law., IN ONE VOLUME. 

sutterworth & Co, 

The appearance of a now annual practice book is an event of 
considerable interest. We have used the term ‘ annual,” but the 
proper appellation of the present volume is the ‘ Yearly Practice,” 
and it is in this manner distinguished from the well-kuown 
| publication which has hitherto held the field. What the profession 
may decide upon the merits of the two works it is not for us to say. 
It will be sufficient if we note the churacteristics of the new-comer, 
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To begin with, it is issued in one volume, and further, that volume | 
is issued in duplicate. The ordinary edition makes a volume about | 
the same size as Vol. I. of the White Book, and there is a special 
edition on thin paper which the publishers suggest can be carried in 
the coat pocket. The suggestion seems to imply an exaggerated 
notion of the size of the pockets with which ordinary coats are en- | 
dowed, but at any rate the book in this form is exceedingly convenient, 
and whether for use in court or in the office we imagine it 
will gain an easy preference over the other edition. It opens more 
easily than is possible with a bulky volume, and for carriage and 
handling it is improved by having the corners rounded. There may | 
be merit in thicker paper, but for all ordinary purposes the smaller | 
issue strikes us as the more convenient. 

With respect to contents there can be no great choice as to how the | 
book must be made up. It has to contain the Judicature Acts, the 


Supreme Court Rules, and the various subsidiary rules and directions. | 
All these will be found presented in due order. The statutes come | 
first ; then the R.S.C., their position in the book being distinguished | 
by blue edging ; and finally the appendices to the rules, the | 
Supreme Court Fund Rules, 1894, the Rules under the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, the Judicial Trustee Rules, 1897, and the relevant 
portion of the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, with a good deal of 
miscellaneous information, including a practice time - table and | 
the practice in House of Lords appeals. All this matter is 
given in very convenient form. A very important part of any such 
work must be the annotation of the rules. In this respect the plan 
has been adopted of printing the rules consecutively at the top of the 
page and placing the notes separately underneath. The type and 
the arrangement leave nothing to be desired. Occasionally, in the 
desire to make the notes complete, matter is included which is not 
really necessary, Thus, we doubt whether the list of recent cases as 
to the rights of debenture-holders (pp. 491 to 493) has any special 
connection with the rule to which it is attached. But the notes have 
been carefully prepared, and they appear to furnish a trustworthy 
guide to the practice. In the body of the work dates are given to the 
cases cited, and references to the various series of current reports are 
given in the table of cases. A full index, with the sub-headings 
arranged in alphabetical order, has been prepared. The editors and 
the publishers seem to have fully realised the requirements of a book 
of practice, 
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A Treatise on the Law of Easements. By CHARLES JAMES GALE, 
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Esq., B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Goodeve’s Modern Law of Personal Property. Third Edition, 
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KE\sBEY. With a New Preface by the Author. Swan Sonnenschein 
& Co. (Limited.) 

The Student’s Guide to the Principles of Equity. By Jonn } 
INDERMAUR, Ffolicitor, and CHArLEs Tuwatres, Solicitor. Second 
Edition. George Barber, ‘‘ Law Student's Journal” Office. 

The Solicitor’s Clerk. A Handy Book upon the Ordinary Practical 
Work of a Solicitor’s Office. With Precise Instructions as to the Pro- 
cedure in Conveyancing and the Practice of the Courts. By CHARLES 
Jonrs, Fifth and Revised Edition. Effingham Wilson. 


It is announced that Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C., will retire 
from practice at the bar when he has exhausted the retainers he has 
accepted in House of Lords and Privy Council cases, 


On the 24th ult., says the Z7imes, there was a deadlock at the Marylebone 
police-court, owing to the iliness among the metropolitan magistrates, 
six of whom-—namely, Mr. — (Bow-street), Mr, Curtis Bennett 
and Mr. Plowden (Marylebone), Mr. Slade (Southwark), Mr. Hopkins 
(Lambeth), and Mr. Sheil (Westminster) were laid up. s to secure 
the attendance of a magictrate were not successful until just before noon, 
when Mr, Marsham urrived from Wertminster, after having dealt with the 





business there, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


HUDDLESTON AND ANOTHER v. FURNESS RAILWAY CO. No. 1. 
28th Feb. 


County Covrt—Practice—Jvupce's Notes or JupGMENT—CoNCLUSIVENESS. 


Upon the hearing of an appeal from the Divisional Court (Lawrance and 
Channell, JJ.), which had reversed the judgment of a county court judge, 
the court made some important observations upon the question whether 
the accuracy of the report of the judgment of the county court judge, 
supplied by him to the court, can be impeached. 

A. L. Swrtu, L.J., said that when a Ty 4 court judge supplied a note 
of his judgment to the Divisional Court for the use of that court or of the 
Court of Appeal, it was not open to either party to impeach the 


| of the note of his judgment so supplied, and to shew by affidavit or by 


shorthand notes or otherwise what the judge did or did not say in bis 
judgment. That which a county court judge had certified as his judgment 
was conclusive upon the matter. Therefore they did not think it right, as 
the county court judge had certified what his judgment was, to allow the 
shorthand notes of the judgment to be read, though they had been 
admitted in the Divisional Court. They would therefore decide the case 
upon the judgment certified by the county court judge. 

Co.irs, L.J., concurred. 

Romer, L J., entirely agreed with what had been said. but he desired to 
add this possible qualification, that if the judgment certified by the county 
court judge was ambiguous in any part, then in his opinion the court 
might avail itself of extraneous means to explain the ambiguity.—CocnseL, 
T. W. Chitty and A. Neilson ; Danckwerts. Sortcrrons, Kingdon, Wilson, 


and IVcbb. 
[Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GEORGE +. GOLDSMITHS AND GENERAL BURGLARY INSURANCE 
ASSOCIATION. No. 1. 24th Feb. 


InsurnANCE — BurGLtary AND Hovssprasaxinc—** Acrvat Forctste anp 
Viotent Enrry.’’ 


This was on appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Wills and 
Kennedy, JJ.) on a special case. A policy of insurance was entered into 
between Alfred Augustus George, the assured, and the Goldsmiths 
and General Burglary Insurance Association. In the proposal for 
the insurance, which was agreed to be part of the contract, the 
nature of the premises was described as ‘* shop, warehouse, and dwell. 
ing,’”’ and one of the questions was, ‘‘ How are the premises protected 
on basement, ground floor, and roof lights ?’’ the answer of the assured 
being, ‘‘ Wood shutters and iron bars and iron plates inside."” The policy 
recited that the assured was desirous of effecting an insurance “* t 
loss or damage by burglary and housebreaking as hereinafter defined,” 
and in its operative part, after describing the property imsured—viz., 
jewellery, insured him against ‘‘loss by theft following upon actual 
forcible and violent entry upon the premises wherein the same is herein 
stated to be situate.” By condition 2 indorsed on the Bos it was 

rovided that ‘it is a condition of this policy that the assured shall take all 

ue precautions for the safety of the property insured as if the same were not 
insured, as regards selection and supervision of employés, securing all doors 
and windows and other means of entrance and otherwise.’ The los= in respect 
of which the dispute arose occurred on the 12th of March, 1897, at the 
shop of the assured, who carried on business as a jeweller and pawnbroker 
at No. 78, Strand. At 8.30 on the morning of that day, while the porter 
was engaged in removing the shutters of the shop, the door being then 
unlocked, though closed, some person entered the _ by torning the 
handle of the door, and wrenched an iron plate and padlock off an mner 
door of the shop front and stole a quantity of jewellery, part of the stock- 
in-trade of the assured. The assured having made a claim under the 
policy, the matter was referred to an arbitrator, who stated his award in 
the form of a special case for the opinion of the court. The Divisional 
Court gave judgment in favour of the assured. The insurance company 
appealed. > 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russert or Kitrowey, C.J., and A. L. Surru and 
Cours, L.JJ ) alowed the appeal, ree 

Lord Russet or Knrowex, C J., said that no question of principle was 
raised in this case. The question was simply as to the true constrection 
of the contract between the parties. In his opinion that which was 
intended to be insured against was not burglary and housebreaking within 
the technical meanings of the crimival law, but burglary and house- 
breaking as the parties bad defined them in the policy itvelf. The words 
of the policy were “ Theft following upon actual forcible and violent 
entry.”” He thought the policy was intended to apply to an entry by real 
violence, and not, as in this case, by stealth. Neither did the violence 
which followed the stealthy «entry bring the case withm the policy ; for 
the entry which the policy covered was a forcible entry upon the premises, 
Judgment must therefore be entered for the insurance company, 

A.L. Surrn and Coiums, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Tindal 1 thinson, 
Q.C., R. Ml. Bray, Q.C., and C. L. Attenboreugh ; Joseph Welton, Q.C., and 

T. Lawrence, Q.C.  Soricrrors, Atiendorengh ¢ Sas; Nenley J. 


A 
Attendorough. ‘ 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barristerat-Law. 


COOPER +. BELSEY. No. 2. Iith Feb. 

Serruepy Lanp~Unprvivsy Suarss—Powsrr or Tenant ror Lies or Tx. 
privipey Suars to Seut—Meranme or “ Lann”—Seritep Lanp Acr, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vier, c. 38), s, 2, sun-snerrens 5, 10 1). 

This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J., who had bel ¢ af 
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the tenant for life of an individed share of land could sell the lend under Lord Hatssury, L.O.—My mind has been very much alterei by the 
the 8: ttled Land Act, 1882, without the concurrence of the owner of the | argument we have just heard. I was inclined to think that the latter 
other undivided share. A testator by bis will devised one moiety of certain | clause in the will applied to this case, but after consideration 
freehold property to trustees upon trast to pay the rents to his wife for | of tae language of the instrument I am convinced that they must 
her life, and then to his sons; and devised the other moiety upon trust | be read perfectly independently; ins'ead of the arzument being 
to pay the rents to his daughter for her life, and then to her issue,|in favour of the appeal it is against it. That latter clause is 
with an ultimate remainder to his son:. The testator died in 1850, | entirely irrelevant. As to the earlier passage ia the will it is 
and his widow in 1865. The teetator’s sons then sold their moiety | hopeless to contend that it is not an express provision not to tax 
of the land. In 1898 the testator's daughter, as tenant for life, offered | the jointure at all. No doubt the real intention was that £3,000 should 
the other moiety for sale by pub!ic auction, and it was sold accordingly. | b> received clear of any future tax which might be imposed. I have come 
The purchaser, by his requisitions, took the objection that the vend»r was | to that conclusion without much doubt by applying myself only to the 
not a tenant for life within the meaning of that term as defined in sub- | language used. On those grounds we ought to affirm Kekewich, J. In 
section 5 of section 2. of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and could not, without | reference to the other question I desire to expres: no opinion ; it may very 
the concurrence of the owner of the other moiety, sell the moiety of which | fitly be a question for discussion on a future occasion. —_ ; 

she was tenant for life, and that consequently the vendcr could not make! Livxpiey, M.R.—I am of the same opinion. The obvious intention of 
a good title. In support of th’s contention the purchaser relied upon the | the will is that the jointress shall take fre3 from all taxes, except as men 
decision of North, J.,in Re Collinge’s Settled Estates (36 W. R. 264, 36 | tioned. As to section 14, this is as plainly a ‘‘ provision to the contrary ”’ 
Ch. D. 516), in which case, however, it did n-t appear that the learned asitc.nbe. The other question is one of great difficulty, but it does not 
judge's attention had been called to the definition of ‘‘land”’ in sub-section arise now. ’ L 

10 (i ) of section 2 of the Settled Land Act, 1882: ‘‘ Land includesincor- | Ricsy, L.J.—I am entirely of the same opinion. Appeal dismissed.— 
por al hereditaments, also an undivided sbare in Jand.’’ The vendor then | Counset, Warrington, Q.C., and Warlters Horne ; P. Ogden Lawrence, Q.C., 
brought an action for specific performance. Romer, J., notagreeing with | and Vaughan Hawkins. Soutcrtors, Boodle § Uo. ; Gedge, Kirby, § Millett, 
Re Colinge’s Settled Estates (ubi supra), made a declaration that the vendor | [Reported by W. Saaticzoss Goppanp, Barristcr-at-Iaw.] 

had shewn a good title to the undivided moiety which she hai contracted | 
tos Ul, snd could convey the same without the concurrerc; of any person 
tntitled to the other undivided moiety. The purchaser appealed. 











Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, M.R., and Ricny and Vateuan Wiiurams, L.JJ.) | High Court—Chancery Division. 
dismissed the appeal. / ‘ ‘ 
Laxpiex, M.K., said that in Re Collinge’s Settled Estates (ubi suprs) | Re CLEMENT ET CIE.'S TRADE-MARK. Kekewich, J. 2Ist, 22nd, and 


North, J., had evidently overlooie1 sub-section 10 (i.) of section 2 of the 24th Feb. 
Fettled Land Act, 1882. It was clearly not necessary that the owner of | Tyape-Marx—Recistnation—“ Sr. RaruarL’’—Guocraraica, Nann— 


the other undivided moiety should join or concur. ‘That was plainwhen |  Dygcarprive NaMe—Fancy Worp—Parents, Destons, AND TRADE-Manrxs 
- _— at pana 10 (i.). The decision of Romer, J., was right, Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 64 (1) (c), (2), 74. 
and the »ppea! must be dismissed. : "he ¥ » Société 
BY om :W i " : F Summons (action without witnesses). The applicants, the Société 
PP ne apt rly =. Pe . PF. ac gaa Z soe " Pass same | Anonyme du St. Raphaél Quinquina, = in a specially-prepared tonic 
eke unters S| wine sold under the name of ‘St. Raphaél-Quinquina,” bad applied for 
eee a eee : ; | the registration in the United Kingdom of a trade-mark consisting of a 
[Reported by R. C. Macxe<zie, Barrister-at-Law.) | label bearing the said name prominently and variously printed. The 


Re WORD FITZHARDING _ comptroller replied that the mark was incapable of registration owing to 
ma, —— a. wee the ies the register of the trade-mark No. 76,176 of the 


, f 2 9? "y } 
pear celegedinemsanetprsegeene _ + re ee respondents, registered in the class in which the epplicants sought 
Eetars Dvery—Jorstvne—“ Frer rzom Aut Taxes axp Depvcrions”— | to have their mark registered for ‘‘ Saint-Raphael ‘Tannin Wine,” 
Liasmity rox Drrr—‘Exrrrss Provision to tHe ContraRy”’—/| the words “St. Raphael’’ also appearing four times on the two 
Frvaxce Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), 8. 14. parts of the Jabel so registered. The respondents appeared to have 


Plaintiff's appeal from Kekewich, J. By his will the late Earl Fitz- applied for the registration of thrir mark on the 11th of May, 1888; 
hardinge; who died on the 10th of October, 1857, settled his estates and | their name and French address of ‘‘ Compagnie du Vin de St. Raphael, 
gave power to any tenant for life to charge a jointure on the estates not | at Valence, Dréme, France,’ appeared twice on the label as registered ; 
exceeding £3,000 a year. By decd dated the 27th of Joly, 1858, the late | their firm also traded under the style of ‘‘ Clement et Cie. Before 1872 
Lord Fitzzarding>, as tenaut for life, appointed a jointure of £2 000 a | no wine had been sold under the name of St. Raphael ; in that year the 
year to his wife, and by another ded of the 29th of August, 1871, he | respondents began to cell their wine at Valence in the Dréme (which has 
appointed a further jointure of £1,000 a year to his wi’e. Lord Fitz- | always been their central place of business) under the name of *‘ Vin de 


bardinge died on the 29th of June, 18%, when the jointure became | Baynals St. Raphael ’’—Baynals or Bapyuls (in the Pyréu¢es Orientales) 
payable. By the will the jointures were expressed to be “free from | being the place where their wine has always beea grown. About 1878 the 
insertion of the name “‘ Baynals’’ was discontinued, and the wine con- 


ali taxes and deductions, except property tax and legacy or succession f , < - 
duty.”’ On the 28th of July, 1897, the Commissioners of Inland Revenue | tinued to be commonly kuowa as “‘ Vin de St. Ruphael’’ or ‘‘ St. Raphael’s 
valued the whole of the property pis:ing on the death of Lord F itzhardinge | Wine.’’ The evidence was conflicting as to the possible association of the 
at a cum of £432,228 and assessed the estate duty at £30,689, allowing no | respondents’ wine with avy place of the name of “St. Raphael.’’ The 
deduction from the gross duty for the value of the jointure. On the 30th | applicants alleged that, berides a town of 5,000 inhabitants near Toulon 
of July, 1597, Lacy Fitzhardinge, the jointress, died. On the 5th of | called St. Raphael, that name belonged to places, at or near each of which 
January, 189%, the trustees of the estates paid the amount of the duty out | there were vineyards, in the several departments of the Alpes Maritimes, 
of capital moneys in their hands, and the present baron, the tenant for | Dréme and the Gironde, and they therefore contended that the name used 
life, paid the interest on it, £406. Quertions then arose as to the burden | by the respondents was a geographical name. The respondents, on the 
of the payment of thes: duties, and a summons was taken out by Lord | other hand, denied that the existence of any place with the name was 
Fitzhardinge and the trustees ayainst the representatives of the late Lady known to their firm when their wine was named, and further alleged that 
Fiizhardinge, the joiutress, tor the determination of the question whether | there was no place with the name in the department either of the 
ber lady ship’» representatives were under rection 14 (1) of tne Finance Act, | Drdme or of the Pyrénées Orientales, nor any place with the name 
1894, bound to pay any part of the estate duty which had been paid, and if | Which had a reputation for wine. The applicants asked for the 
60 what was the meaning of the words ‘‘ the proper rateable part’’ in the | rectification of the Register of Trade-Marks by the removal of the 
secion. fSectioa 14 (1) provides as follows: **In tre case of property | re-pondents’ trade-mark or alternatively by adding thereto a dis: lsimer as 
which does not pass to the executor as such an amount equal to the proper | to the words “ St. Raphael.’? Tha question was whether the words were 
rateable part of tue estate duty may be recovered by the person who, beiug | capable of being on the register on the 11th of May, 1888 (date of 
autuorized or reyuired to pay the estate duty in respect of auy property, | respondents’ application), without a disclaimer, and therefore Lad to be 
has paid such duty, from the person entitled to any sum charged on such dealt with under the Act of 1883. For the applicants it was contended 
property (whether as capital or a6 an annuity or otherwise) under | trat at that date ‘Sr. Raphael ’’ was not a word whic could form an 
a disporitivn uvt contaiving any express provision to the contrary.’’ | essential prt of the trade-mark under section 74, and should only have 
Lae will of Earl Fitzhardioge contained the following clau-e: ** I hereby | 4ppeared on the reg. ster by way of disclaimer under section 64. It rhould 
direct that all legacy and tuccession duty payable under this my will for only appear on the register under sectivn 64, if it was a fancy word having 
or in respect of any | gacy, anuu ty, gift, devise, or bequest hereinbefore | no connection with the goods sold under it and not be ing geographical : 
contained. wh ther the same shall be payable under or by virtue of any Re Laing (L. 3. N. of U. 1887, p. 102 (* Glengowrie”’) ), Ke lan Duzer, 
Act or Acts of Parlament now ia force, or under or by virtue of any Act | (34 Ch. D. 623 (‘* Melrose’’)) Great Lower-street Toa Co, v. Smith (6 R. P.O. 
or Acts o! Par iament t: reafter to be msde imposing duty on the succession | 165 (‘‘ Toser Tea’’)) ; submitted, that the name gf a mythic :] per: on, even 
to real or pe s mal property (save aud «xcept so far as the same duty shall | of an archangel, is no more a fancy word than “‘ Romulus,” * Brit nia,” 
be payable fr or im respect of any real estates hereinbetore devised ia | or “John Ball.” Again, ‘St. Raphael” was common to the trade in the 
strict setiliment upom my said brothers end others in remainder after | #2nse of being “ open to the trade,’’ according to the applicants’ evidence ; 
them, aud m respect of any jointures or portions hereby authorized to be | it was distinctive and was not a word by which ‘any ordinary person 
coarged thereon, aud in respect of any heirlooms) shall be borne and paid | would understand that the name could not be intended to designate the 
out of tue same funds, and be raised by the rame means, as my testa- place where this was produced.”” ‘The case of te Magnolia Metal Co.'s 
mentary expen-es are or will be raisable.’’ K-kewich, J., held that the | Zvade-Marks (1897, 2 Oh. 37) under the Act of 1888)) is distin guisbable 
will contained an ‘ express provision to the contrary,’’ and that therefore | because, Magnolia not being primarily a geographical term, its genesis was 
he need not consider turtuer the construction of section 14. The plaintiffs | ascertained as representing the flower, which iteelf had been wreviously 
apyealei. a trade-mark: Burland & Co. v. Broxburn Oil Co, (Limited) (42 Ch. D. 274 

Tur Covur (Lord larssvny, L.C., and Lixvtey, M.R., and Ricuy, L.J.) | (“ Washerine’’) ), Re Sir Titus Salt, Bart., Sons, § Co.'s Application (1894, 
diswi:s2d the app u! ‘| 3 Ch, 166 (‘Eboline’”’)). Not being a fancy word not in common ute, it 
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can only appeat on the register under section 64—i.¢., with a disclaimer 

Re Thompson’s Trade-Mark (13 R. P. C. 35 (‘* Roadster ’’) ) also referred to 

For the respondents it was submitted that the case was really covered by 
the opening words of Lindley, L.J., in Re Trade-Mark No. 58405 ‘‘ Bovril,’”’ 
(1896, 2 Ch. at p. 604). Thecase must be looked at as at date of registra- 
tion, avd with reference to this country and Englishmen. In May, 1888, 
when respondents’ buriness was old-established and was, as always, 
u‘terly unconnected with any place St. Raphael, their mark was rightly 
registered as it stood. No Knglishman knew of the Baynals of the 
pawe. The word ‘‘de” wasin the name of the company. The onus of 
proof of geographical name was not discharged by the applicants. In the 
‘+ Magnolia ’’ case there were three or four people in this country who eaid 
they were aware of the existence of a place of that name ; Re Van Duzer was 
a'so distinguished. The words ‘‘ St. Raphael’’ are an integral of the 
trade-mark itself, and not an addition; there was no need of a disclaimer, 
thename of the healing saint having been chosen as an attractive fancy name, 
with no graphical reference: Re Smokeless Powder Co.’s Trade-Mark 
(1892, 1 Ch. 590, 9 R. P. C. 109), Re Heaton (27 Ch. D. 570). 

Kexewicu, J.—So much was made by Mr. Warrington of the distinc- 
tive character of the words St. Raphael on the respondents’ label that I 
thought it right again to study the evidence which was read in the opening 
of the case and before, perhaps, I had appreciated the full weight 
intended to be given it. A further perusal of tne affidavits has confirmed 
the impression that the applicants do not establish the geographical 
character of the words. I do not think that on a comparison of the 
applicants’ and the respondents’ affidavits it cam properly be held that 
the respondents adopted those words as intending to refer to any one of 
the French towns called St. Raphael, and my opinion is that they adopted 
them for a different reason. It by no means follows that they are not 
distinctive words, and inasmuch as they were common, that is, open to the 
trade on the 11th of May, 1888, the date of the respondents’ application, 
it may be held that the provision for the disclaimer extends to them on 
that ground. I have found great difficulty in ascertaining any rule by 
waich the court is guided in deciding what is a fancy word within the 
meaning of the 64th section of the Act, 1883, sub-eection 1 (c). And if the 
words St. Raphael are not fancy words then the gree argument 
based on the settled construction of the section and sub-section just men- 
tioned deserves much consideration. I do not propose to say more on that 
point. The respondents take the pomt that these words ‘‘St. Raphael’’ which 
occur twice on their registered trade-mark are not added words within the 
meaniog of the 64th section of the Act of 1883, sub-section (2). The Act 
allows the addition of any letters, words, or figures to the distinctive 
device, mark, brand, heading, or label sanctioned by the preceding part of 
the section. And it is obvious that in order thoroughly to understand 
what is a permitted addition you must first understand the meaning of the 
language describing the thing to which the addition may be made. Not- 
withstanding the many cases which have been discussed and decided on 
this part of the Act, I have not succeeded in discovering any rule laid down 
for my guidance on this point. I doubt whether there can be found 
and Icertainly have not found any explanatory definition by which I 
could bring to the test a proposed device or label or an addition thereto 
and say whether what is proposed falls within the meaning of the Act. 
The nearest approach to a guide is to be found in the judgment of Chitty, 
J., in the Smokeless Powder Co.’s case, or, perhaps I should more properly 
ey in the judgments of Fry, L.J., and Lord Esher which he there quotes. 

en a the respondents’ registered trade-mark, and, of course, it 
has my 


uty to do this with some curiosity, I asked myself which is 
the device or label and what are the added words. It seems to me that if 
I strike out the words ‘‘ St. Raphael ’’ I alter the whole character of the label 
and it becomes something quite different from what itis now. Or, to use the 
language of Lord Esher quoted by Mr. Justice Chitty, the truth is that 
the label does not consist of each particular part of it, but consists of the 
combination of them all including the words St. Raphael. It is noticeable 


that on the upper part of the label the respondents describe themselves 
as ‘Com edu Vin de St. Raphael,’’ to which words the- applicant 
does not seek to extend the disclaimer for which they ask. It wouid be a 
strange resuit if the respondents were compelled to disclaim the exclusive 
use of the words written across the label or standing as a signature on the 
lower part of it and yet were allowed to retain as part of their trade-mark 
their description above noticed, and it is also diflicult to my mind to say 
why these latter words are not an addition to the distinctive device or label 
if the words St Raphael standing alone fall witiin that category. In my 
opinion the respondents are entitled to a of ths court on this 
peend, and the summons must be refused with costs.—Counse., 7. 2. 

Warrington, Q.C., and G. F. Hart; L. B. Sebastian ; Ingle Joyce (for the 
Compwoller), So.scrrons, Chappel, Grifith, § Broadbridge ; Frere, Cholmeley, 
§ Co. ; Soheitors for the Board ot Trade. 

{Reported by W. H. Daaren, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JONES v. BARNETT. Romer, J. Ist, 2nd, and 25th Feb. 


Oonveyancine anp Law ov Parorrrry Act, 1881, s. 70—Puxcuasen ror 
Vatvr wrrnovur Norice—Kavurrancte Exrcurion—Jupements Acr, 1864. 
This was an action claiming certain cottage property to which one Isaxc 

Jones, a brother of the plaintiff, was entitled under the will of an uncle, 

John Williams. The important question raised was the extent of the 

operation of section 70 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Shortly, the facts 

were as follow: Isaac Jones, being iudebted to Philip Jones, the husband 

of the tiff, for a sum of £350, by a deed dated the 3lst of May, 1894, 

at Philip’s request conveyed to the plaintiff all his interest under the will 

of the eaid John Williams, consisting of two freehold and two leasehold 

cottages and a share of residue, in reversion expectant on the death of a 

life tenant. In 1895 the defendant, who was a judgment creditor of Isaac 

Jones, by means of a receivership order obtained equita' le execution 


azainst the debtor’s above-mentioned reversionary interest. The defend- 
ant had no kaowledge of the assignment of the 3lst of May, 1894. 
Subsequently the defendant under the Judgments Act, 1864, 
and obtained the usual order, dated the 24th of July, 1895, under which 
the debtors’ interest so delivered in execution was ordered to be sold, and 
the usual inquiries were directed to ascertain the nature and extent of that 
interest. The inquiries being proceeded with, Isaac Jones, the debtor, not 
appearing, and no one before the court knowing anything about the 
assignment of the 3lst of May, 1894, the chief clerk, in certifying 
that the interest of the debtor delivered in execution was his said 
reversionary interest under John Williams’ will, made no reference to the 
plaintiff's rights or to any encumbrance on that reversionary interest. 
Subsequently this interest was, under the direction of the court, put up 
for sale by auction. The defendant, having been given leave to bid, was 
the highest bidder, and by a deed dated the 4th of March, 1897, one 
J. Thomas, the person appointed by the court for the purpose, conveyed 
this interest to the defendant. The court, holding on the facts that the 
atsignment of the 3lst of May, 1894, to the intiff was bond fide and 
for value, and that the defendant had bought without notice of the 
plaintiff’s title, the question of law remained whether the defendant 
bad a better title than the plaintiff, although the plaintiff had a prior 
legal title; it being contended on behalf of the defendant that section 
70 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, operated to destroy the plaintiff’s 
title as against the defendant, because the property was sold and assured 
to the defendant under orders of court, and the cases of Re Hall Dare (21 
Ch. D. 41) and Mostyn v. Mostyn (1893, 3 Ch. D. 376) were cited in support 
of this contention. 

Romer, J., after reviewing the facts, stated that in his opinion the 
argument to support the defendant’s claim, based on section 70 of the 
Conveyanciug Act, 1881, if pushed to conclusions, would lead to startling 
results. It was contended that since section 70 came into force, when any 
property was sold by the court in any proceedings before it, an indefeasib’e 
title was acquired by the purchaser, because all persons interested were 
bound, even though they might be perfect strangers to the proceedings, 
and not in the contemplation of the court at all when it made the order. 
If this were so, it would follow that conditions of sale in sales under the 
order of the court would be quite unnecessary, as all persons would be 
bound by the order, and the purchaser need not look beyond the 
order. Such would be the result in sales ordered in partition, fore- 
closure, redemption,. administration actions, and others. Even further 
results might follow, and the effect of the section could not be lumited 
to orders for sale, for in terms the section applied in favour of a 
purchaser under any order of the court, and “‘ purcbaser”’ by t-e inter- 
pretation section included “‘a lessee or mortgagee or an intending pur- 
chaser less:e or mortgagee or other person who for valuable consideration 
takes or deals with any property.’’ In his lordship’s opinion the section 
was not intended to have, and could not have, such a wide effect, 
but it was a useful section, and without wishiug to limit its utility, the 
following proposition seemed to correctly define its operation. If an order 
of court dealing with property, having regard to its terms and the pro- 
ceedings in which, and the circumstances under which it was made, would 
not be held apart from section 70 to be intended to bind any particular 
estate or interest in the property, then that estate or interest would not be 
bound by the order by reason or virtue of the section. His lordship 
further stated that the cases of Re Ha’l Dare and Mostyn v. Mostyn 
did not support the defendant’s contention. In Re Hall Dare it 
was clearly intended that the parties whose concurrence was dispensed 
with should ba bound, and though Mostyn v. Mostyn created more 
ditliculty, the actual decision was only one determiniug a question of 
the form of conveyance between vendors and purchasers, and though the 
reasons for the court holding, as they did, that certain puisne mortg , 
who were strangers to the action, should be bound, did not seem c % 
yet it could be gathered from the circumstances of the case that they 
were intended to be bound by the orders. In the present case before 
his lordship the sale was under the Judgmen's Act, and it was only 
intended to be a sale of the debtor’s interest of which the defendant had 
obtained equitable execution, and the plaintiff's iuterest in the property 
was not intended to be bound. At the date of the sale this intsrest of the 
plaintiff stood as against the debtor, and the order for sale ob ained by 
the judgment creditor did not aff:ct it, even though the creditor had no 
notice of such interest. The plaintiffs title, therefore, was not defeated 
by the operation of section 70, and she was entitled to recover possession of 
the property and mesne profits.—Covnsst, Farwell, Q.C., and Napier ; 
Neville, Q.C., W. F. Dhil petts, and R. B. Phillpotts. Soxscrrons, Rid#el/, 
Vaizey, § Smith, for W’. Howell, Swansea; Richard li hite, for David Seiine, 
Swans-a. 

!Reportel by Rareca B. Purttrorrs, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re LYNCH BLOSSE. RICHARDS +. LYNCH BLOSSE. Stilag, J. 
23:d and 25th Feb. 


Wus—Tenant ror Lirs—lowsr to Reram Secuarries —Usxavrnonttsp 
Secuarrms—lxcome— Rare or Lyrenssr. 


This was an originating summons for the construction of a will A 
testator whodied in 1890 gave his residuary realand estate to trustees 
upon trust to convert the same and invest at such time as in their disere- 
tion they should think fit, and to Pay the income to one for life, with 
remainders over. Power was given to the trustees to postpone conversion 
and to retain any investments held by the testator at the tume of his death. 
There was no direction as to ent of the income of retained funds. 
The trustees paid to the tenant for life the whole imcome, including the 
income derived from certain investments which had been held by the 





testator at the time of bis death and had been retained by the trustees. 
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but which did not fall within the description of securities authorized by 
the investment clause contained in the will. 

Srrmurc, J., held that the tenant for life was not entitled to the income 
of the retained investments. 

It was then submitted that the tenant for life ought to be allowed 
interest at 4 per cent. on the value of the retained securities from the time 
of the testator’s death. 

Sriniixe, J., held that these srcurities must be valued as at the end of a 
year from the testator’s death, and, as regarded the past, interest at the rate 
of 4 per cent. ought to be allowed and inthe future at the rate of 3 per 
cent., according to the practice adopted in Re Goodenough (44 W. R. 44; 
1895, 2 Ch. 537).—Covtnsex, Theobald, Q.C., Jenkins, Q.C., and R. J. 
Parker; Upjohn, Q.C., and Badcock. Sowtcrtors, Field, Roscoe, & Co., for 
Field § Sons, Leamington ; Surman § Quekett. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriztixc, Barnister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BROWN +. PATTERSON. Bruce, J. 2lst Feb. 


ScHoo. Srre—Excuance Not Mave ny Dezep—Sratvtes or LinrratTions— 
Scnoot Srres Act, 1841 (4 & 5 Vicr. c. 38)—Reat Property Act, 1845 
(8 & 9 Vicr. c. 106) s. 3. 


Action tried by Bruce, J., without a jury. The claim was for damages 
for trespass and an injunction, and was made by the perpetual curate of the 
ecclesiastical district of St. Saviour’s, Aston, and the chapel wardens as 
trustees of a national schoolagainst the defendants whoclaimed to be entitled 
to the school premises by purchase from the mortgagees of the Jervis 
estate, of which the site of the school originally formed part. As will 
appear from the facts stated in the judgment, the main question was 
whether the title of the defendants was good, the present site having been 
held and occupied asa school by the plaintiffs and their predecessors as 
trustees since 1869 in alleged exchange fora site on another part of the 
Jervis estate conveyed to them in 1848 by deed enrolled under the School 
Sites Act, 1841, but no deed of exchange having been executed. 

Brevce, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said: In 1848 Edward 
Jervis Viscount St. Vincent by deed enrolled under the School Sites 
Acts, 1841 and 1844, granted unto the minister and chapel wardens 
for the time being of the ecclesiastical district of St. Saviour’s, 
Aston, and their respective successors a plot of land less than an 
acre UW trust to permit the premises to be used as a echool for 
the education of children and adults or children only of the labour- 
ing, manufacturing, and other poorer classes. A schoolhouse was built 
upon the site, and the school was used as a national school until the year 
1869. In 1868 a new school was built at the cost of the Jervis family on 
another site on the Jervis estate, and in 1869 there was a change of the 
school from the old schoolhouse to the new. The then tenant for life of 
the Jervis estate took part in the festivities which accompanied the change 
in July, 1869, and a corner-stone from the old schoolhouse was built into 
the wall of the new schoolhouse as a foundation-stone. The school was 
carried on in the new schoolhouse in the same manner as the old school, 

by the same master and under the same management. The old 
school building was taken possession of by the Jervis trustees and 
was shortly afterwards pulled down, and the site was treated 
as part of the Jervis estate. The present vicar became vicar in 
1881, and be has ever since acted as manager of the school, and exercised 
superintendence over it until the happening of the events which led to 
this action. A company called the Reversionary and General Securities 
Co. (Limited) had advanced money on a third mortgage of an 
interest in the estate, and they, under their power of sale, sold their 
interest to one of their directors, the defendant, Captain Willett. He, on 


from 1869. There must be a perpetual injunction restraining the 
defendants from keeping possession of the school and premises, and [ 
award the plaintiffs £10 damages. Judgment accordingly.—Covnsut, 
Rawlinson, Q.C., and Edwardes Jones; Cutler, Q.C., Lynn, and Organ. 
Soxicrrors, Crawley, Arnold, § Co. ; Baker § Nairne. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LANCASHIRE ASYLUMS BOARD ». THE LORD MAYOR, &c., OF 
MANCHESTER. Div. Court. 18th Feb. 


Ratrse—Covunty anv County Boroveu—Jornt ContripuTioNs—APportion- 
MENT—RATEABLE VALUE—ASSESSABLE VALUE—LocaL GovERNMENT AcrT, 
1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), s. 33 (2)—Acricutturat Rates Act, 1896 
(59 & 60 Vicr. c. 16)—AcricvttvRAL Rates Orver, 1896. 


Special case stated by order of the court to determine the question 
whether the asylums board, in estimating the annual amount required to 
be raised by them from the county of Lancashire and the fifteen county 
boroughs of Lancashire, should divide that amount between the county 
and the county boroughs in proportion to their respective assessable 
values under the Agricultural Rates Act, 1896, or in proportion to their 
respective rateable values irrespective of that Act. The asylums board 
was constituted under the Lancashire County (Lunatic Asylums and Other 
Powers) Act, 1891, for the purpose of taking over and managing the 
lunatic asylums in the county, and their expenses were to be defrayed out 
of an ‘‘asylum fund.” By section 24 of the Act the asylums board is 
required to make an annual estimate of the amount required to be raised 
for the ensuing year, ‘‘ and shall divide that amount between the county 
and the county boroughs, in proportion to the respective rateable values 
(as ascertained under section 33 of the Local Government Act, 1888) of 
the county and county boroughs’’; and the amount so apportioned is to be 
contributed by them respectlvely, in proportion to their respective rateable 
values so ascertained. Section 33 (2) of the Local Government Act, 1888, 
provides that ‘‘ where, for the purpose of calculating any contribution 
or payment to be made under this Act it is necessary to ascertain the 
rateable value of both a county and a county borough, such rateable value 
shall be ascertained and fixed by a joint committee composed of repre- 
sentatives of all the councils concerned,’’ and having the powers of quarter 
sessions and of a committee of justices appointed under the County Rate 
Act, 1852. Accordingly from 1891 to the passing of the Agricultural Rates 
Act, 1896, the amounts required to be contributed were calculated upon 
the respective values of the county and county boroughs as ascertained by 
this section, and the asylums board, under section 26 of their Act, sent 
precepts to the county council and the borough councils for payment of 
the amount to be raised by each of them respectively. The contention on 
behalf of the asylums board was that they ought now to take as the basis 
of the division to be made by them the assessable values of the county and 
county boroughs according to the Agricultural Rates Act, 1896, in place of 
the rateable values calculated under section 33 of the Local Government 
Act, 1888; the Corporation of Manchester contended that the apportion- 
ment was to be made in the same manner as before the passing of the 
Agricultural Rates Act, and that that Act operated only as to the levying 
of the rates made to raise the apportioned sums and did not affect the 
apportionment itself. 

The material provisions of the Agricultural Rates Act and of the order 
of the Local Government Board are referred to in the considered judgment 
of the Covrr (Bruce and Riwuey, JJ.), delivered by 

Riviey, J., who, after stating the provisions of the local Act of 1891 and 
of section 33 of the Locul Government Act, 1888, and the contentions of 
the parties, eaid: If the contention of the asylums board is right, the 
amount found as due from the borough councils must be largely increased 
in comparison with that left to be raised by the county, while, on the 
other hand, the boroughs, which for the most part contain little agricul- 
tural land, will receive but a small annual grant from the Local Govern- 





the Ist of May, 1898, appointed the defendant Patterson as his agent to 
take possession of the schoolhouse, and on the 8th of July a notice was 
served on the vicar and churchwardens requiring them to deliver up 
possession of the tchool before Monday, the 25th of July, 1898. That 
notice was not complied with, and on the 25th of July the defendant 
Patterson and others, acting by the authority of the defendant Willett, 
broke open the door of the schoo], put on fresh locks, end refused to give 
access to the schools to the vicar and churchwardense. The question is 
whether they bad a right to do this. I think they had not. The vicar 
apd churchwardens were in possession: the present vicar and 
churchwarden= have been in posession ever since 1481, and the 
preceding vicar and churchwardens had been in possession since 
1569; and, in my opinion Captain Willett has not shewn that he has any 
right forcibly to interfere with a long-established possessory title. Captain 
Willett’s title is eyuitable culy ; he could not on the strength of the title 
recover in ejectment wittout bringing before the court the trustees, in 
who1 the legal title ix vested, and I think it is clear that he cannot be 
allowed te carry out by forcible entry what he could not do by regular 


forme] proceedings. The failure to bring the holders of the legal title | 
I entert,in no | 


before the court is in this care a matter of eubsetance. 
doubt that an exchange took place in 1469. A complete performance of 
the exchange has been « aolel out and acquiesced in fora long series of 
years by both parties, and considerable sums have been spent by the vicar 
and churchwardens on the new schools. The provirions of section 3 of 
8 & 9 Vict. c. 106 ere that en exchange unless made by deed shal] be vid, 
but J do not think that the provision would operate to prevent the applica- 
tion of equitable principles 16 a case such as the present. But it seems to 
me that Btatute of Limitations affords en enewer to the def ndant»’ 
aim, The trustees of the school were in posession of the new site from 


1609, end I com see nothing to prevent the Statute of Limitations running 





ment Board, Since the Act of 1896 came into operation the county rate 
basis has been altered accordingly by the authorities, and the asylum 
board have in fact made their calculations upon the new basis instead of 
on the ‘‘ rateable value,’’ as they were ascertained before that Act. [The 
| learned judge then referred to the provisions of the Agricultural Rates Act, 
| 1896. By section 1 the occupier of agricultural land in England is liable 
to pay one-half only of the rate in the pound payable in respect of other 
hereditaments. By section 2, in respect of the deficiency which would 
| arise in the produce of rates made by the ‘‘ spending authorities,’ there 
was to be paid by the Commisrioners of Inland Revenue to the ‘local 
taxation account’’ a sum which was to be paid out to each spending 
authority. The ‘‘ spending authorities’’ were defined by the Act, 
but did not include the Lancashire Asylums Board. ‘The third section 
provided that any spending suthority requiring to raise from two or 
more parishes a sum by rate was to deduct from the amount to be 
raised the sum issuable to them in respect of that rate on account 
of their share in the annual grant, and to raise the net amount, after 
making such deduction, in proportion to the «®sessable value of those 
parishes, and such assessable value was to be the rateable value of each of 
the parishes, reduced by an amount equal to one-half of the rateable value 
of the agricultural land in the parish. ‘The effect of this was to give the 
relief to the agricultural land f assestipg it at half its value instead of 
assessing it at the full value, sad dlowbe the ratepayer to pay at half the 
rate in the pound. Section 5 dealt with the preparation of valuation lists 
and the basis or stendard for any county rate or borough rate, and 
provided that the value of agricultural land ehould in each case be 
etated separately from that of other hereditaments, and that the total 
| rateable value of the agricultural land should be stated seporately from 
| total rateable value of the other heredityments in each parish, 
This was a necessary provision to carry out the purpoce of seetion J, By 
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section 6 (3) the Local Government Board had power to make regulations 
for carrying out the Act. Section 9 defined ‘‘ rate’ as arate ‘‘the pro- 
ceeds of which are applicable to public local purposes and which is leviable 
on the basis of an assessment in respect of the yearly value of property, 
and includes any sum which, though obtained in the first instance by a 
precept, certificate, or other instrument requiring payment from some 
authority or officer, is or can be ultimately raised out of a rate as before 
defined.’’ Regulations were issued by the Local Government Board under 
the Act providing for the returns required and various other matters of 
detail not material to this case. It is then ordered, by way of carrying 
into effect the provisions contained in section 5 of the Act, that the 
valuation list is to made in a particular form shewn in the schedules, 
with a separate column shewing the rateable value of the agricultural land 
(if any) contained in any hereditament, and that the lists are to be 
in this form instead of in the form provided by the Union Assessment 
Committee Act, 1862, for every rate to be made hereafter. Finally, as to 
the county rates, it is ordered that county councils and other councils 
whose duty it is to make for the purposes of any rates a basis or standard 
of valuation which will not contain particulars of ceparately-rated 
hereditaments, but only the total rateable value of each parish, shall cause 
a basis or standard of valuation to be prepared in the form set out in 
Schedule IT. It is further ordered that, notwithstanding anything contained 
in the County Rates Act, 1852, or in any other Act from the 3lst of March, 
1897, the values of the several parishes as shewn in the column of such 
basis or standard or column headed “ assessable value, &c.’’ (that is to 
ray, column 5 in the above schedule), ‘‘ shall during the continuance of 
the Act be the basis, standard, or valuation for the levying of the county 
rate or any other rate leviable by the council according to the assessable 
value of the several parishes on which the same is levied, unless or until 
the council shall make a new basis, standard, or valuation in manner 
provided by law.’’ The learned judge then continued :] It seems perfectly 
clear that this statute and the regulations carrying it out were intended to be 
comprehensive during the period of its continuance in operation. The new 
valuation lists and the new county rate basis are to take the place of the 
former ones in all respects. The Union Assessment Committee Act, 1862, 
the County Rate Act, 1852, and the Local Government Act, 1888, so far as 
they confl'ct with the new statute, are superseded. And it is equally clear 
that the rate in question is a rate within the scope of the statute. But it 
was argued, as has been said, that, although this is perfectly true, the duty 
of the Lancashire Asylums Board still is, as it was, _ divide the sum they 
require in proportion to the rateable values of the boroughs and the 
county, and not according to their assessable values; that section 3 of the 
Rating Act is the leading section of that Act, and defines its scope, and 
that, as the Lancashire Asylums Board is not a spending authority, it has 
no application to them; further, that the regulations which provide for 
the new county rate basis say that it is to be the basis for the 
levying of the rate, and that the Lancashire Asylums Board is not a 
levying authority, but performs a duty previous to and quite distinct from 
the levying of the rate, and that if this was held otherwise the Act would 
apply twice over in relief of the agricultural ratepayer. We do not think, 
however, that this argument is well-founded. It is not correct to say that 
section 3 is the leading section of the Act or defines its application. 
Rather it prescribes the method by which the relief granted to the 
agricultural ratepayer is to becarried out. That reli-fis to be in respect 
of all rates, but by this action of the spending authorities it is to be 
obtained, not by payment of half the rate, but by payment of the rate on 
half the value. And when the provisions of the Government Board 
regulations are considered, it becomes clear that in all valuation lists the 
value of the agricultural land is to be separately stated, and, secondly, that 
in the county rate basis that separate value and the as:essable value of the 

parish are to be stated, not as enacting the object of the Act, but as 
providing the method of carrying out that object. Reliance was placed on 
article 17, section 2, of the regulations because of the words which it contains, 
‘for the levying of the county rate or any other rate leviable by the 
council,’’ and so forth; but we do not think that those words can ba given 
the effect of limiting the application of the Act. To begin with, the 
regulations are ‘* generally for carrying into effect this Act’’ (section 6, 

sub-section 3), and, further, the words are contained in the same article 

which prescribes this assessable value or new basis to be the law notwith- 

standing anything contained in any other Act. This is tantamount to 

saying that the new basis or assessable value is to be read in section 24 of 
the Lancashire Asylums Board Act, 1891, and we cannot place apy more 

limited construction on the words without some precise indication in the 

Act of 1896 or the regulations that this ought to be done. It is true that 

the precise position and duties of the Lancashire Asylums Board is not 

dealt with by the 1896 Act, but we cannot therefore exclude it from an 

Act of so general an intention, No doubt the construction so placed on 

the Act is favourable to agricultural land. Whether it amounts to apply- 

ing the Act twice is a question of words. We find in that circumstance 

no reason why it should not have its plain meaning. The court, therefore, 

answered the questions in favour of the contention of the asylums board.— 

Counsen, Cripps, Q.0., F. H, Mellor, and R. C. Glen; Maemorran, Q.C., 

and 1, C, Ryde. Soxscrrons, Ridsdale § Son, for F. C. Hulten, Preston ; 

-lustin § Austin, for WH, Talbot, Town Clerk, Manchester. 


{| Reported by 'T. R. C, Dict, Barrister-at-Law. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


Ite RAPHAEL, Lv parte SALOMON, Kekewich, J, 10th, 11th, and 
isth Feb, 


SonteronCosrs—Paveun Comny~Taxarion or Costs in House or 


Lorps—Linitiry To Costs AS BETWEEN Souicrron AND Pavrsr CLIENT 
—R. 8. C., XVI, 22-31. 


Summons to review the taxing-master’s certificate. The applicant, 
ay Raphael, had acted as solicitor for the late Aron Salomon in Broderip 
v. Salomon (1895, 2 Ch. 323), and in the appeal of Salomon v. Salomon § Co. 
(1897, App. Cas. 22), in which the House of Lords, reversing the judgment 
below, held that, the company being regularly constituted under the 
Companies Acts, the appellant was under no ility to indemnify it, as 
his agent or trustee, a the claims of creditors, in the absence of fraud. 
Acting under the app t’s advice, Aron Salomon, who had been reduced 
to poverty by the decision, presented a petition to the House of Lords for 
leave to sue in formd pauperis, with an affidavit in the terms of ord. 16, r. 22, 
of the Rules of Court, 1883. Leave given, Aron Salomon succeeded in the 
suit and ceased to be a pauper. He died in 1897, and the —— 
Emanuel oe took out =, aa. —— A, estate 4 
effects. of costs was deliver e applican responden 
in which, among other items, he claimed costs for work done by him as 
solicitor in the prosecution of the appeal to the House of Lords. The bill 
having been taxed on the petition of the respondent, the taxing-master 
submitted these items to Mr. Taylor, of the Taxing Department of the 
House of Lords. It was conten on behalf of the respondents that this 
being a taxation under an order of the Chancery Division, rule 27 of 
order 16 of the Rules of Court applied, and the applicant was not entitled 
to ‘‘ take, or agree to take, or seek to obtain from , oe peng 8 ee 
profit, or reward, for the conduct of bis business in the court.’’ Mr. Taylor 
refused to tax the bill on the ground that the Rules of the Supreme Court did 
not bind the House of Lords, and there did not exist any rules or practice 
of the House of Lords, in the case of a pauper appellant, regulating the 
liabihty to costs as between solicitor and client. On the successful a 
of a pauper party and party costs were disallowed in JoAnson v. L 
(1892, App. Cas. 110). The items therefore were disallowed. On behalf 
of the applicant it was said that the question was whether the costs of a 
successful pauper litigant in the House of Lords can be taxed as between 
himself and his solicitor. There being no special contract, the ordinary 
rules as between solicitor and client apply, since the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, ord. 16, rr. 22 to 31, do not apply to the House of Lords. The 
form in Johnson v. Lindsay (1892, App. Cas. 110), applies to party and 
party costs only. The pauper can e a bargain if he pleases: Richardson 
v. Richardson and Plowman (1895, Prob. Div. 276, 346). The matter 
should be referred back to the taxing-master to tax the disallowed costs as 
between solicitor and client. For Emanuel Salomon, the administrator of 
the estate and effects of Aron Salomon, deceased, it was contended that 
the practice is the same in the House of Lords as in the High Court; the 
rules were much discussed in Carson v. Pickersgill (12 Q. B. D. 859). The 
result of allowing these costs would be that the solicitor would get the 
whole c2sts from the successful pauper, including profit costs, while the 
pauper would only get costs out of pocket from the unsuccessful 
respondents. The judgment of the House of Lords only relieved Salomon 
from paying a sum of £7,700, and did not give him anything. The costs 
were rightly disallowed, according to the practice of the Chancery 
Division. 

Kexewicu, J.—A novel and interesting point on the im t question 
of costs arises in this way. The order of Vaughan Williams, J., and 
the Court «f Appeal in Broderip v. Salomon, known as *‘ the one-man com- 
pany case,’’ reduced Aron Salomon to poverty. He carried the case to the 
House of Lorde. By the affidavit which he took to the House of Lords in 
support of his petition, which was considered by the Appeal Committee, he 
swore he was ‘' not worth £5, his wearing ap and the subject-matter 
of the cause or matter only excepted.’’ On that he was allowed to appeal 
in forma pauperis. The result was that he succeeded on his appeal, and 
though not thereby made a wealthy man, he was rehabilitated and removed 
from the list of paupers. He was then entitled as a successful appellant 
to certain costs Son the unsuccessful respondents, and those costs were 
necessarily paid according to the rules laid down ia the case of JeAnsen 
v. Lindsay (1892, App. Cas. 110)—mamely, “‘On the taxation of a 

uper appellant’s costs on a successful appeal to this House, the 
- of this House and the fees cf counsel are to be disallowed, 
and the solicitor is to have bis costs out of pocket with a reason- 
able allowance to cover office expenses, including clerks, Xc.” That 
is all he is entitled to recover from the unsuccessful respondents whe were 
ordered to pay the costs. An order of the House of Lords on the respen- 
dents to pay the pauper appellant’s costs would be construed to mean what 
I have stated. ‘Then Aron Salomon’s solicitor says he is entitled to recover 
from Aron Salomon, or rather to be paid out of his estate, the ordinary 
costs which a solicitor is entitled to charge, that is to say, costs to be taxed 
as between solicitor and client, and the question I have to decide is 
whether he is entitled to that or not. It is strange that there is no direct 
authority upon the point at all. The orders of the Supreme Court do n.t 
help me, except so far as they be treated as founded upon justice 
after much consideration by many leamed j and others. It bas, 
however, been held that they are not bindivg on House of Lords, and 
do not apply to the House of Lords; and I cannot possibly sey that 
because, if this had been an action in the High Court, Mr. Raphael 

would not have been entitled to ordimary costs, therefore he is not 
entitled to recover ordinary costs in the Houe of Lords. On that the 
care of Johnson v. Lindsay does not help me iu the least. I do not thivk 
I can pay any attention to the allegation in the petition set out in 
the report. It was urged on behalf of the petitioners at p. 111 of 1892 
App. Cas. that “‘ In the case of a pauper appellant in this House, the fes 
of the House are aot required from him, and he obtains the services of 
counsel and solicitor without remuneration ; that if the 

no costs are given against him; that of when the 





appellant's costs are allowed, and are taxed upon principle bitherte 
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in force in the House, the respondent has to pay when he loses, and 
not be paid when he wins, and, moreover, has to pay the appellant’s 
costs—not of suing as a pauper, but of winning as a pauper.”’ Ié is 
strange that there is there a statement not only that the fees of the 
House are not charged, but that the pauper obtains the service; of 
solicitor and counsel without remuneration. If that had been true, 
it disposes of the case. But the <allegation in the petition is con- 
troverted, and I find no proof of it anywhere. For the same or a like 
reason I cannot find much to guide me in the otherwise instructive case 
of Carson v. Pickersgill (14 Q. B. D. 859) because that case was in the 
Supreme Court. It was there held that under the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, ord. 16, rr. 24, 25, 26, 27, 31, a successful plaintiff in an action 
in forma pauperis, tried before a judge and jury, is entitled upon taxation 
as against the defendant to costs out of pocket only, and cannot be allowed 
avything for remuneration to bis solicitor or fees to counsel. The case 
went on the rules. The fact there that it was tried by jury, so that the 
costs were not in the discretion of the court, was much discussed. But in 
truth that decision went entirely on the Rules of the Supreme Court. 
They were very carefully considered and criticised by more than one 
learned judge, but at the same time the decision did go on the rules, and 
did not touch the general principle. But the rules seem to me to be based 
on this, that when a man sues in forma pauperis in the Supreme Court, he 
has couneel and solicitor assigned to him, and that makes all the difference. 
They are assigned to him on certain terms which bind them as much as 
they bind him. So here I am left without authority, and have to consider 
the general principle. What is the contract? That on reflection seems 
to me to be the real question. What was the contract between Aron 
Salomon and his solicitor Raphael when Raphael accepted the client’s 
retainer to conduct the appeal in the House of Lords? Am [I to invent a 

contract because the client was suing in forma pauperis, a contract 
which would substantially say this, that, whereas but for a special con- 
tract, the retainer would enable the solicitor to charge the client subject 
to the ordinary rules—that is to say, to charge costs, including profit 
costs, subject to taxation, yet, because he is suing as a pauper, the client 
is not liable in that or in any other way, but only according to a special 
contract depending on the fact that he sues asa pauper? Why should I 
invent that contract for the occasion? When Raphael became the solicitor 
of Aron Salomon not by assignment but by Aron Salomon’s choice, why 
should I not say that the retainer is governed by the ordinary rules? I 
have said that there is no authority on the point, but there is a very useful 

fore Sir Francis Jeune, in which he expressed an opinion, subject no 
doubt to revision, if the actual point came before him, the case of 
Richardson v. Richardson (1895, Prob. Div. 276, 346). There there was an action 
in the Divorce Court and the petitioner suing in formd pauperis obtained 
a verdict of £30 damages and a decree nisi with costs against the 
co-respondent, and the question there, as it was in Johnson v. 
Lindsay, was not what the solicitor was to obtain from the 
pauper-client but what the co-respondent was to pay on the 

nist to the pauper petitioner. It was not argued at great 
length, but some authorities were cited, and Sir Francis Jeune reserved 
judgment, and subsequently delivered a very instructive judgment in 
which he calied attention more than once to the difference between the 
assignment of a legal adviser to a pauper and the retainer of a solicitor by 
him, and at p. 278 of (1895) Probate Division, he says: *‘ It follows, I 
think, that there is nothing to prevent counsel or a eolicitor being retained 
by a pauper and receiving from him such fees as he, perhaps by the 
aid of friends, may be able to pay, and this is the effect of the opinion 
given by the Attorney-General (Sir Richard Webster) in 1891, as 
stated in the Law Times, vol. 90, p. 79 (2). Whether a solicitor, 
not assi by the court but employed by the pauper could, if he 
thought it worth his while, sue on a retainer, it is not necessary 
to decide, but my present opinion is that he could.’’ Of course that 
opinion is not binding upon me, and it is not really a judicial opinion, but 
it is valuable as being an expression of opinion of the learned judge, not on 
the icular point before him, but on one connected with a point which 
involved a long disquisition on costs, where a man is suing in formd 
pauperis. That view seems to me to be consonant with justice and 
common sense. You may trust solicitors in general when they accept a 
retainer from a pauper not to sue bim on the retainer. If a eense of 
honour would not prevent them from suing and recovering judgment, 
their own interest would, because, if they have got a pauper to 
deal with, it is not likely they will be willing to spend money in 
recovering judgment against him. But does that prevent a solicitor 
from making an ordinary contract on the footiog that the solicitor 
may make the client pay if he becomes abletodo so? I wish tobe 
perfectly understood. Ido not lay down the doctrine that the contract 
between the solicitor and his client is that the client should not pay unless 
he succeeds. Ido not think that would be a proper contract to infer, ur 
that he will pay the expenses if, fortunately, he ever has the means so to 
do. I do not think that the contract is of that character, but I 
think it is the common contract—namely, the client from the moment 
of the retainer, so long as the retainer holds good, is bound to pay 
the ordinary costs, though he has not in fact the means to pay. 
That is in accordance with the ordinary practice. Solicitors often 
accept retainers from prrsons, who, to their knowledge, may not be 
able to pay, and they do so partly out of kindness, and partly because 
they are content to take the rough with the smooth in the cource of 
businese. It is hard to say because a solicitor happens to know that his 
client is impecunious, the sv i itor cannot sue him if he thinks fit to do t0; 
aud I do not see, for this purpose, the distinction between the man who is 
known to be impecunious, ttivugh not deecribed in the procedure as euch, 
and the man who is suing in formd pauperis, because he has been allowed 
to do to by the House of Lords. Only one other matter I must notice, 








| from the proceeds of sale or the money paid, and retain the balance 


it was mentioned by counsel. The “‘ one-man company case” was one 
of some notoriety, and people seemed to consider Mr. Raphael 
worthy of reward for his services in enabling tradesmen to turn 
their businesses into one-man companies and so avoid their liabilities, 
Therefore they got up a testimonial to Mr. Raphael for the services he 
had rendered, not to Aron Salomon but to the public, the testimonial 
consisting of a piece of plate and an address on vellum. No doubt 
subscriptions were got under the idea that Mr. Raphael acted gratis. It 
was said that Mr. Raphael knew it. It would be going too far to say that, 
if my view of the contract between the solicitor and client is right, the 
solicitor is estopped by the acceptance of a piece of plate and an address 
on vellum from getting his costs; such things would be a poor substitute 
for costs, and in my opinion the testimonial is not a reason for getting rid 
of or varying the contract entered into, if my view of that contract is right. 
—Covunset, Kenyon Parker; S. O. Buckmaster. Soxictrors, Ralph Raphael 
& Co. ; Harris § Chetham. 
[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re BEESTON. Ev parte THE BOARD OF TRADE. C. A. No.2. 10th Feb 


Bankruptcy—Execution--SHertrr—Seimvure and Hoinine ror Firrren 
Monrus—Act or Banxrurtcy, WHEN Commitrep—Consgenr or Execv- 
tIoN CrEpIroR AND Execution Denror— ReasoNABLENESS —Possxssion 
Monex—*‘ Costs or Execution ’’—Orverr or THE 31st or Avaust, 1888, 
UNDER THE SuHerirrs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 55)—Banxknrvprcy Acr, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 71), ss. 1, 11 (2). 

This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J. (reported 43 
Soxrcrroxs’ JournaL, 128), refusing to disallow, as part of the “ costs 
of execution,’’ the possession money charged by a sheriff who, with 
the consent of both debtor and creditor, remained in possession for 
a period of fifteen months. On the 27th of July, 1896, the sheriff 
levied execution on goods belonging to the debtor for a judgment debt 
of £90 17s. 6d. At the request of the debtor, and with the consent or 
at least by the connivance of the creditor, the sheriff remained in 
possession till the 27th of October, 1897. Before the end of 1896 
the whole of the judgment debt, except a small balance of less than £4, 
had been paid. On the 27th of October, 1897, a receiving order was 
made against the debtor on his own petition, and on the 28th the eheriff 
sold the goods. ‘The sheriff’s costs, as allowed on taxation, amounted to 
£105 18s. 6d., the greater part of which consisted of possession money. 
The Board of Trade applied t> review the taxation, and contended that 
the sheriff had remained an unreasonably long timé in possession, and that 
possession money for the whole of such a period could not be included in 
the ‘‘ costs of the execution ’”’ which are a charge on the debtor’s goods 
under section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. Wright, J., decided that, 
as no bankruptcy could now relate back to the act of bankruptcy consti- 
tuted by the seizure and holding for twenty-one,days by the sheriff, Jc 
Hurley (10 Morell, 120) governed the case, and the possession money must 


be allowed. The Board of T'rade appealed. 

Tue Court (Lixptey, M.R., and Ricny and Vavcnan Witurams, L.JJ. 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linviry, MR, stated the facts, and proceeded: The consequenc: is 


that the trustee in bankruptcy is not in a position to say that this 
possession money is not part of the costs of tue execution, That is the 
short answer which I give to the question raised in this case. That is the 
view on which, as I understand, Re Hurley (41 W. R. 653, 10 Morrell, 120) 
proceeded. Though, of course, in some cases an unduly continued 
possession might be impeached on the ground that the trustee was 
not bound, either because his title related back, or under the statute 
of Elizabeth, possession money does not cease to be payable simply 
because of the length of the period of possession. I will read the 
sections which are important. ‘Che first is section 1 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890, which will not avail the trustee unless we can read it so as to 
make the act of bankruptcy come down to October, 1897, or at least 
within three months of the petition. But the dates are important. 
The fi. fa. was executed in July, 1896, and the title of the tru-tee did not 
accrue till 1897. Section 1 of the Act of 1890 runs thus: ‘A debtor 
commits an act of bankruptcy if execution against him has been 
levied by steizure of his goods under process in an action in any 
court, or in any civil proceeding in the High Court, and the goods 
have been either sold or held by the sheriff for twenty-one days.’’ 
Now, is it possible fairly to construe that section to as to make a con- 
tinued postession for more than twenty-one days either a continued act 
of bankruptcy, or (if there should be a succession of periods of twenty-one 
days) a succession of acts of bankruptcy? I do not think that is consistent 
with the language. We know that acts of bankruptcy have to be regarded 
critically and carefully. When the statute says that an act of bankruptcy 
is committed if an execution has been levied’ and the goods have 
remained in the hands of the sheriff for twenty-one days, that means that 
the seizure and the sale together are essential. If that is so, there is here 
no act of bankruptcy of that kind to which the title of the trustee can 
relate back. That, to my mind, is most important, because if the trustee’s 
title related back to the date of the sheriff's taking posseesion, we should 
have quite a different question to consider. ‘The other material section 
is section 11 of the same Act, which says: ‘*(2) Where under an execu- 
tion in respect of a judgment for a sum excieding twenty 
pounds, the goods of a debtor are eold or money is psid in 
order to avoid sale, the sheriff shall deduct his costs of the execution 
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for fourteen days, and if within that time notice is served on him of 
a bankruptcy petition having been presented against or by the debtor, 
and a receiving order is made inst the debtor thereon, or on any 
other petition of which the sheriff has notice, the sheriff shall pay the 
balance to the official receiver or, as the case may be, to the trustee, who 
shall be entitled to retain the same as against the execution creditor.” 
Now, that is not the case we have to deal with; but we have the same 
expression—*‘ Costs of the execution.’’ Here the sheriff has sold, and has 
deducted, as “‘ costs of the execution,’’ the whole of his possession money. 
The answer to the Board of Trade’s objection is that he has done that as 
against the debtor, and that here the trustee is in no better position than 
the debtor. That appears to me to be the short and sufficient answer. 
The appeal, therefore, must be dismissed. 
Riazy and Vavenan Wiiu1ams, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CovunseL, Sir Richard Webster, A.G., and Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert 
Red, Q.O.,and P. Rose Innes. Soxticrrons, Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; 
A. G. Dinn, for Wilson, Wright, § Wilsons, Preston. 


[Reported by R, C. Macxznzre, Barrister-at-Law.1} 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL Mestinc. 


The annual general meeting of the Legal and General Life Assurance 
Society was held on Tue:day, Mr. W. Wiut1ams, one of the trustees, 
taking the chair. 

The sixty-second annual report of the directors stated that the society’s 
operations had been attended with most sati:factory results, and attention 
was particularly directed to the following points, amongst others : (1) That 
the new policies had for the eighth time exceeded £1,000,000 in sums 
assured ; 6) that the new premium income had exceeded £60,000; (3) that 
the funds had increased ; (4) that the claims were below the expectation 
according to the stringent tables of mortality used by the society ; (5) that 
the average rate of interest earned by the invested funds was well main- 
tained and largely exceeded the low rate of 2} per cent., which it was 
assumed in the quinquennial valuations would be earned by the funds, the 
margin of interest obtained, of course, forming a guarantee of 
future bonuses; (6) that the assets were well and safely invested 
under the careful and continued supervision of the board; (7) that 
the ratio of expenses of management t> premium income shewed 
a steady fall. These results were the natural outcome of a policy 
eonsistently pursued by the directors in the interests of the policy- 
holders and shareholders. The main cause of success was no doubt 
the Perfected System of Life Assurance introduced by the society. In 
formulating this system the society was the pioneer in introducing many 
of the improvements in the practice of life offices, and to the consistent 
efforts of the society was mainly due many of the advantages now offered 
to the public, such as the simple proposal form and procedure; the perfect 
policy, free from all conditions and restrictions ; estoeien from liability 
to forfeiture ; guaranteed surrender values ; immediate payment of claims ; 
and intermediate bonuses. These varied advantages, combined as they 
were in the practice of the society, had proved a great advantage to life 
assurance. ‘The society was a “‘ proprietary ’’ office of life assurance only, 
and presented greater security and attraction to policy-holders than a 
**mutual’’ office where there were no shareholders. In addition to the 
25 per cent. reserves for liabilities made by the society (consisting of the 
assurance fund), which would compare favourably with those made by any 
mutual office, there was a paid-up proprietors fund of £160,000 for the 
fuller protection of the policy-holders, and further, an uncalied capital of 
£840,000 subscribed solely by members of the legal profession. The share- 
holders took, by way of dividend, one-tenth of the profits of the business 
only. Accordingly, for the due fulfilment of contracts, policy-holders had 
ample reserves, similar to those made by a mutual office, and, in addition, 
£1,000,000 of capital. Beyond this the policy-holders were absolutely free 
from any liability in respect of the engagements of the society. A 
participating policy in the society was a valuable investment, as was 
evidenced by the fact that at the last division of profits, the 31st of 
December, 1896, a reversionary addition was made to policies at the rate 
of £1 18s, per annum for each £100 assured, together with a proportionate 
addition upon all previous bonus attached to the society. The next 
division would take place as at the 31st of December, 1901. 

Mr. E. Cotaunowun (actuary and manager) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 

The Onarrman moved the adoption of the report. He said that the 
directors much regretted to have to announce the deaths during the past 
year of Mr. N. 'T. Lawrence and Mr. E. L. Roweliffe. Under the power 
conferred upon them by the deed of settlement, they had filled the vacancy 
caused by the death of Mr. E. L. Rowcliffe by the election of Mr. William 
Roweliffe. During the past year new assurances were effected with the 
society under 705 policies for the sum of £1,590,172 6s. 8d. The new 
premiums thereon amounted to £61,249 7s. 4d., of which £14,257 18s. 6d. 
bad been paid away for the re-arsurance with other offices of £482,900, 
leaving £46,991 8s.10d. as the new premiums on £1,108,272 6s. 8d., the 
net risks retained by the society. Included in these new premiums was 
the sum of £295 94, 11d. received by the society in respect of assurances 
payable only in the event of death from fatal accident. The total net 
premiums amounted to £283,368 63. 1d., being an increase of £14,068 Is. 5d. 
pe tnat of 1897. The total net claims amouuted to £271,722 5s. 6d., 
of which £266,799 5s, 6d. was caused by eighty-one deaths, and £4,923 
by six endowment policies matured, as against £202,624 12s, 3d. 





in 1897, caused by 100 deaths, and two endowment policies matured, 
This first-mentioned sum included £55,304 paid as bonus additions, and 
in cases in which bonuses had not been previously surrendered for cash or 
reduction of premium, the additions had amounted to the large average 
increase of 56 per cent. Tie total number of ordinary policies in force at 
the end of the year was 6,595, assuring with bonus additions £12,364 137. 
The total assets of the society, increased during the year by the sum of 
£72,888 15s., amounted on the 3lst of December to £3,458,486 15s. Td. 
and (omitting the amount invested in the purchase of reversionary interests 
yielded an average rate of £4 2s. 6d. per cent. The above assets incl 
£2,186,964 4s. 8d. invested on mortgages of real and personal property. 
These securities had been recently investigated by the directors, and 
result of such investigation was satisfactory. _ : 

Mr. R. Penntnaton seconded the motion, which was carried 
unanimously. 

On the motion of the Caamwan, seconded by Mr. Psenntneron, the 
following directors, who retired in rotation, were re-elected: The Ri 
Hon. Lord Ludlow, Mr. H. Chauncy Masterman, the Hon. Mr. Ju 
Mathew, the Right Hon. J. W. Mellor, Q.C , M.P., Mr. R. Pennington, 
and Mr. Romer Williams. Mr. W. Rowcliffe, who retired under the 
provisions of the deed of management, was also re-elected. 

The retiring auditors, Mr. C. G. Kekewich and Mr. E. H. Busk, were 
re-elected, and the remuneration of the four auditors fixed, as previously, 
at £300. 

The Cuarrman observed that it was satisfactory to notice that the 
amount received from premiums during the past year was £46,991 18s. 10d., 
which was a larger sum than the society had ever received before. During 
1897 £45,694 1s. 9d. was received from the same source, which was 
£1,300 less. In 1892 the amount was £30,587 123.;- in 1893, 
£32,082 17s. 2d.; and in 1894, £33,655 12s. 1d. Then it sprang up, and 
between 1894 and 1895 the premiums increa‘ed by nearly £10,000, 
and for 1895 they stood at £43,432 103. 9d. In 1896 they were 
£40,859 13s. 3d.; in 1897, £45,694 1s. 9d. ; in 1898, £46,991 8s. 10d. He 
thought that was a very satisfactory result, and the board were highly 
satisfied with the work done by the staff, especially by their actuary and 
manager, Mr. Colquhoun. He moved a vote of thanks to Mr. Colquhoun 
and the staff. 

Mr. Pennrxeron, in seconding the motion, observed that everyone would 
agree that the society had greatly benefited by the exertions of Mr. 
Colquhoun and those who were associated with him in the management of 
the business. He could remember the time when he had felt a consider- 
able amount of discomfort and depression as to the prospects of the society. 
That was a good many years ago, and under the present regimé the society 
had progressed steadily year by year until it had attained a position 
certainly equal at any rate to any other legal office in London. Therefore 
he hoped the meeting would join with him in congratulating Mr. Colquhoun 
on the results of his efforts and in thanking him and the staff for all that 
they had done for the proprietors, and he thought he might also say for the 
benefit of the public. 

The motion having been carried unanimously, 

Mr. Coravnoun, in returning thanks on his own behalf and on that of 
the staff, assured the meeting that it was a great pleasure to serve an office 
which was improving so greatly ; that improvement was due much more 
to its intrinsic merit than to the efforts of the staff. . 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman, moved by Mr. R. Watrens, brought 
the proceedings to a close. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 

The Council of Legal Education will shortly elect a Reader in Equity in 
the place of the late Mr. Gordon Robbins. Applications from gentlemen 
desirous of being appointed may be sent to the Clerk of the Council, 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, not later than Monday, the 13th of March. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
Keb. 27.—Mr. J. R. Yates in tho chair.—Mr. Matthew moved 
‘That the Workmen’s Compensation Act is prejudicial to the interests of 
both employer and employed.’’ The motion was carried. 


THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The twenty-fourth annual general meeting of the society;was held at the 
rooms, Bank-street, Sheffield, on the 22nd ult. Present: Mr. D. H. 
Poriett in the chair, and Messrs. J. C. Auty, J. Barber, Bowman, Bramley, 
Davidson, Esam, Foster, Gould, Gunstone, Hiller, Howe, “eK Lucas, 
A. E. Maxfield, Padley, Ri , Russell, H. E. Sandford, F. F. Smith, 
Styring, Tasker, J, B. Wheat, A. M. Wilson, and Mesers. E. , A 
and W. B. Willis (of Rotherham), and Mr. R. A. Wilkinson (of Barnsley 
The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed, having 
been taken as read, it was resolved : ; 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, the treasurer for the 
year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be g 
te him for his services. —- 2 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Colin Smith, 
the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, and the 
consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4. Toat the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr, Edward 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary during the past year. : 

5. That Mr. David Hunton tt be elected the t, Mr. John 





Charles Clegg be elected the vice-president, Mr. Arthur Wightman be 
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re-elected the treasurer, and Mr. Edward Bramley be re-elected the secretary 
of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be appointed to act with the officers 
mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing year : 
Messrs. C. Barker, J. Bingham, G. E. Branson, Esam, Hall, E. T. Harro 
(Rotherham), Hughes, Lucas, A. E. Maxfield, E. W. Pye-Smith, Russell, 
W. F. Smith, Colin M. Smith, and R. Styring. 

7. That Meszrs. John Cole and A. 8. Fawcett be appointed the auditors 
for the ensuing year, and that the best thanks of the society be given to 
Messrs. J. P. Russell and A. 8. Fawcett for their kindness in auditing the 
accounts for the past year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to the Right Hon. C. B. 
Stuart Wortley, Q.C., M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before 
him by the committee, and for the prints of the public Bills brought into 
the House of Commons during the past Session, which he has forwarded 
to the committee. 

9. That the members of this society look with favour upon a scheme 
being formulated to provide for a thorough and scientific system of legal 
education within the district of this society, either by means of a compre- 
hensive county scheme or a local one, and authorize the committee to take 
steps to carry this resolution into effect. 

10. That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for 
presiding. 





— 
———- 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Henry RoBErRT VAUGHAN JOHNSON, at whose death in his 
80th year on the 23rd ult. all who had the privilege of his friendship 
or acquaintance will grieve, was the senior, in date of appointment, 
of the six Conveyancing Counsel of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court. He was born the 30th of January, 1820, being the third 
son of the late Rev. John Johnson, LL.D., rector of Yaxham, 
Norfolk. Mr, Vaughan Johnson was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, graduating M.A. in that university in 1846. In April, 
1844, he had become a student of Lincoln’s-inn, where in January, 
1848, he was called to the bar. He was a pupil in the chambers 
of the late Mr. William Dugmore, for many years well known as the 
conveyancer of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, where one of his 
fellow-pupils was Mr. Benjamin Shaw, who at a later time was well 
known in connection with questions of Church law. _Before his call 
to the bar Mr. Vaughan Johnson was engaged in public work as a 
Commissioner of Education in Wales. During the years 1854 to 1862 
he was occupied in reporting cases heard before the Vice-Chancellor, 
Sir William Page Wood, afterwards Lord Hatherley, C. That work 
Mr. Vaughan Johnson did first in co-operation with Mr. Kay, after- 
wards the Lord Justice Sir E. E. Kay, and then for ashort time alone. 
Upon Lord Campbell’s becoming Lord Chancellor in June, 1859, he 
appointed Mr. Vaughan Johnson as his principal secretary, and the 
series of reports was continued for three more years with the aid of 
Mr. G. W. Hemming. In 1861 Mr. Vaughan Johnson was joint- 
secretary to the English and Irish Law and Chancery Commission and 
t» the High Court of Admiralty in Ireland Commission. In the 
summer of the same year Lord Campbell died, and in July of the 
following year Mr. Vaughan Johnson married the Honourable Cecilia 
Campbell, the third daughter of the then late Lord Chancellor. In 
1862 Lord Westbury, who had succeeded Lord Campbell on the 
woolsack, appointed Mr. Vaughan Johnson to be one of the 
Conveyancers of the Court, an ————— which, as has been 
already noticed, he held till his death. Mrs. Vaughan Johnson 
survives her husband, whose funeral took place at Yaxham on the 
28th of February. He has left three sons and a daughter. 





APPOINTMENTS, 
Mr. Evwaup Straxitey Horr, C.B., one of the Charity Commissioners, 


has been appointed Kegistrar of the Privy Council, in succession to Mr. 
Thomas igh. 


Mr. Wii114m Hexer Vexanies Venson, Attorney-General of the Ieland | 


of Jersey, has been appointed Bailiff of the Island, in the room of Sir George 
Clement Bertram, resigned. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1s60LUTION«. 


Axutave Cover and Lacxcetot Beavant Batre, solicitors (Covey & Bate), 
Bexhill-on-Sea. Feb. 16. 
Jons Pimetex Maxx and Lewm Wiussam Tarvion, solicitors (Mann & 
Taylor), 109, New Oxford-street, London. Feb. 20. 
(Gazette, Feb. 24. 


GENERAL 


On the 2ith ult , in the Honse of Commons, a vote of £4,100 for salaries 


expenses in connection with land registry was agreed to, 


The Daily News says that Lord Penzance is retiring from the officas to 
which he was appointed under the Public Worship Regulation Act— 
namely, those of the Dean of the Arches in the Southern Province, and 
Official Principal of the Court of York. 


Mr. John Harrison, who seven years ago succeeded the late Sir Georg: 
Morrison as town clerk of Leeds, recently announced his resignation of the 
office. The salary is £1,250 a year, and the cause ascribed for the resigna- 
tion is the refusal of the Finance Committee by a majority of one to raise 
the amount to £1,500, the salary paid to Sir George Morrison, 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Apprgzat Court Mr. Justice 
No. 2. 


Mr. Justice 
Norra. 
Mr. Ki 


StT1Ru1Ne@. 
Mr. Church 
reswell 
Church 
Greswell 
Church 
Greswell 
Mr. Justice 
Bygne. 
Mr. Leach 
Godfrey 
Leach 
Godfrey 
Leach 
Godfrey 


. 
Farmer 


King 
Farmer 
King 
Farmer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


KEKEWIOH. 


THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


March 6.—Messrs. Cuancettor & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Ground-rents 
amounting to £316 per annum, secured u on 74 Private Residences at Richmond-hill, 
Solicitors, Messrs, Senior & Furbank, Richmond. (See advertisement, this week, 


p. 5 ) 

March 7.—Messraz. Humpert & Fuiixt, at the Masonic Hall, Watford, at 5, Freehold 
Property, Stanmore, Middlesex, till recently the country home of Lord Halsbury, with 
walled gardea and orchards, of 5a. 2r. 37p.; the residence contains large square 
a hall, two reception and ten bedrooms, billiard-room, &c. Solicitors, Messrs. 

ulthurst & Van Somner, London. (See advertisement, Feb. 25, p. 288.) 

March 9.—Messrs. Humpear & Furyt, at Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversion to One-seventh of 
a Trust Fund, value £31,404, represented by Railway and Colonial Stock and Mortgage 
Security; lady aged 69, Solicitors, Messrs. Leman & Co., London. (See advertise- 
ment, this week, 

March 9.—Messrs. 


5) 
Chasece. at the Mart, at 2 p.m., a complete Town Mansion in 
Grosvenor-square, containing 6 lofty reception-rooms, 15 bedrooms, &c., with stabling 
for 10 horses. Also a Town House in Chesham-street, Belgrave-square, with 4 
recepti and 9 bed (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 





Tooms 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrizip were again successful in selling the majority of 
their Lots, consisting of Reversions, Life Policies, &c., at the Mart, E C., on Thursday last. 
The total realized was £7,640. 

REVERSIONS : 
Abselute to One-third of a moiety of £5,800; life 55 ... 
To 45,000 Ru: : life G7... aa ai a 
Absolute to third of £11,893 6s. 8d. ; life 60 
Absolute to One-fourth of £16,870 4s. 11d. ; life 60 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £4 000, with profits, in the Sun; life58__... oe vse 
For £500, with profits, in the Law Union and Crown ; life 60 
For £200, in the Scottish Union and National ; life 87 oe a 
For —_ “es profite, in the United Kingdom Temperance and 
eral; life 61 ade -_ as eee ose an bus wee 
SHARES in “ Bullionist”” Publishing Co., 250 £1 fully-paid Shares... 








WARNING TO INTeENXDING House Purcuasgers AND LxsszEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-strcet, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Fistablished 2% 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr. ] 








WINDING UP NOTICES, 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Feb. 24. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1m CHaworny. aad 
Axcio-Amuenicax Cuisa Cray Byxnicare, Liniten—OCreditors are required, on or before 





April 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to FAward Llewellyn Ernest, 63, Queen Victoria wt 
| Cansow Bysvicate, Linirep (OL Compawy)—Creditors are required, on or before Batur- 
day, March 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
} aims, to George Pepper, Pier chmbrs, Chatham 
| Castix Epes Breamsniy Co, Liniren—Creditom are required, on or before March 25, to 
| gend their names and addre and the particulars of their debts or claima, to Alexander 
Beott, Annan. Dumfrica, Vorshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 
Comex & Co, Laniren—Credit are required, on or before April 7, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Farquharson 
Remnant and Roland Lewis Wigram, Stag Brewery, Pimlico 
Cuvmt Ispex Co, Linvrvn—Petn for wi up, presented Feb 18, directed to be heard 





on Monday, March 6. Maples & Co, 6, heave pl, Old Jewry, solora for petner. 
ey  f appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Fe 
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dyareoxs, La ase yor of ey old J pen om te J seguieed, on or before yy to 


~{ ~~, their debts or claims, to 
Gartside, Early ; Bank, Stalybridge 
Gna on: & Uo, hay 7 Rem are required, on or before March 30, to send their names 


- nd addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Henry Walter Braine, 110, 
rd, Stratford. Russ, 62, King William st, solor for liquidator 
© cvome ax tae Gotp Mivxzs, Lisitep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 16, directed to 
be heard on 15. Morris & Co, 17, Throgmorton avenue, solors for 

Ne tice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of March 14 

Maonr Dreau Gotp Mixes, Luoutep—Creditors are required, on or before 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t» Mr James 
Fraser, jun, 31, Copthall avenue. Bla n, Gresham House, Old Broad st, wher to 
liquidator 

iors nT GRANULATED Suer Co, Luwrren—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 21, directed 
to be heard on March 6. Pakeman, 11, ——* lane, olor for petners, Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Mare 

R. F. Hawt, Liwrep—By an order made by Wright, J., dated Jan 3, it was ordered 
that the volunt :ry winding up of the company be continued. Dowson & Co, 19, Surrey 
st, Vic‘ oria embankment, petners’ solors 

Reip's Brewery Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before A 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Farquharson 
R mnant and Rolaid Lewis Wizraw, Stag B ewery, Iinl'c> 

Sraxparp Dynamo Axp Motor ManvractunisG Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, o1 
or before March 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts 
or claims, to William Beanland, 35, Hustlergate, Bradford 

TrigwELL & Co, Limirr p—Creditors are required, on or before April ¥ 2 ones in their 
names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. 8. Elvey, 15, 
George st Mansion House 

County Patatixe or LancasiER. 
Limitzp 1x CHANCERY. 

DrostspEN Rveser Works, Liwrrep>—By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
Jan 11, it was ordered that, “y voluntary winding up of the Isden Rubber Works, 
Limited, be continued, & Co, Manchester, solora, agents for Sampson & Co, Liver- 


pool, solors 
London Garette.—Turspay, Feb. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep in CHANCERY. 

Braprorp AND District Dyeixe Co, Limirsp—Creditors are required, pat = befure March 
25, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars their de! ts or claims, to 
Mr William Martello Gray, District Bank chmbrs, Market st, dtd Wade & Co, 
Bradford, solors for liqui ator 

CoxsoLipATED ExpLoraTion AND Fixaxce Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Friday, March 81, to send their names and addresses, and te pee rticulars of their 
debts or claims, to Edward Lavender Moulton, Winthorpe, 3, The Tubpabenent, Pedfen 

La Marcvenire Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 24, to send their 
names and addresses, ay — particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest K. W. 
Ryan, 7, Great Wincheste 

“Mittais” Prcrure eer Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 25, 
directed to be heard on bys prose March 15. A W Osmo 3 Chancery lane, eolor 
for the petmers. Notice of ap; g must +=) the above-named ter than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Marc! 

ParacuayaNn Deve Lorment Co, _ + are required, on or before March 30, 
to send their names and addre:ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Jeken Stride and Guy Hannaford, 13, Austinfriars. Merriman & Co, Austin- 
friare, so‘ors for the liquidators 

PicroriaL Postcarp (AvToMATIC) SyNpICcATE, vognn ee E are of tt debi 
before oc 4, to send their names and addresses, and ebts oF 

Thomas Baxter, 8, St Thomas’ rd. ay rm Pecunard 
for liquidator 

Fono Srixnina Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or vevthieen 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of them debts or claims, to James Preston, 13, 
Bolton st, Bury. Butcher & Barlow, Bury, solors for —_ 





Universat Inpusrriat SynpicaTeE, ae My di on or before March 
14, to send their names and addresses, and the pastivelons of —_. debts cr claims, to 
Herbert Sandera, 1, Queen Victoria st 

Waryey & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before A; 14, to send their 


rames and addresses, = the particulars of their debts or claims, 2% Far —_ 
Remnant and Roland Lewis Wigram, Stag Brewery, Pimlico. Bircham & Co, Old 
Broad st, solors to liquidators 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Baisto: AMALGAMATED CAB Owners AND Drivers’ Protection ano Beyerir Socrety, St 
John’s Coffee House, Christmas st, Bristol. . z 

Dorkine Frienpiy Socrery, Dorking, Surrey 

JvuvENILE Foresters Frienpiy Society, Varies ite Aeateped, Mon. Feb 2i 





~—_ ~~ —_——— 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 45. 
Last Dav or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Feb 10. 

Acces, Exizanern, Rookley, Hants March 27 Bailey & White, Winchester 

LLEE, Wittiam, Rookley, Hants, Farmer March 2? Bailey & White, Winchester 
Axprason, Euity Jane, Lewisham March 22 Mead & Co, King’s Bench walk 
Avrronus, RictiArp Lyczsrsn, Handsworth March 22 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
hidueieee Grorok Frevraicx, Ashley pl, Victoria st March 10 Goldberg & Co, West 


st, Finsbury cirous 

Pankty, Sir Hexny, GCMG, KCB, South Kensington March 20 Nicholson & Co, 
Princes st, Storey’ 8 gate 

Best, Josern, Edgbaston March 20 Pointon, Birmingham 

Bixa.xy, Eowix, Edgbaston March 15 Weekes & Co, Birmingham 

Bovroy, Carnantne, Staines, Bookseller March 31 Edwards & Co, Lawrence In 

Burro, Twowss Auvey, Johannesburg, South Africa March 22 Mead & Co, King’ 


nch wa 
Butwen, Tuomas Porter, York, JP April 10 Crombie, York 


Doxovay, Parniox, Bromley by Bow Feb 25 Forbes & Son, London st, Fenchurch st 
Err: me, Pa , Pwren, Frederick st, Portland Town, Baker March 11 Francis & Calley, Austin 


Fox, Wrutax Rvsseis, Greenwich April8 Batchelor & Batchelor, Greenwich 
Gvover, Anrnun, Audley, Stafford, Farmer March 11 Knight & Sons, Newcastle 
Gorvivea, Wittiam, Mancheator March 8 Orrell, Manchester 

Grecony, James, Runcorn March 20 Burton, Runcorn 


Haviry, Eowanp Newronr, Boedwardine, Worcester March W Sprott & Morris, 
Shrowsbury 





Hopexrssox, CATHERINE, aes: Chester March 25 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
Hunt, Arruve Curistoraer, Kentish Town March 31- Lamb; Ironmonger In 
om, Rosert, Smithy Bridge, nr Rochdale, Wine Merchant April 15 Brierley & 


Joun, Henry, Leigh, Eesex March 20 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Kiss, Mania Resecca Hearn, Craster rd, Brixton Hill March 22 Martin & Co, Kiog 


st, 
LaxaGay, Mary, Hackney March7 Snow & Co, 7, Great St Thomas Apostle 
Le Breroyx, Hexry Purr, Torquay March 10 Buck & Co, Lincola’s inn fields 


— General the Right +> Sir Epwarp, GCB, fouth Kensington March 23 
Nicholson & Crouch, Clun House, st 
McCuttocn, Hannan, Staveley, Derby March 25 Albert Howe, Sheffic’d 


Mercatre, a Booker, Pendleton, nr Manchester March 2i Sutton & Co 
a, Ropert NatuHasie1, St. Leonard’s on Sea March 7 Sandom & Co, Grace- 


urch st 
Moce, Wiit1am Heway, Clifton, Bristol March11 Clark & Co, Bristol 
Moornovss, Epwarp, Flixton, nr Manchester March 21 Todd, Manchester 
Moragien, Jaxe Ancuenr, Penge March10 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s ion fields 
Nicno.soy, James, Llandudno March 25 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llanduéno 
Peasce, James Have, Datchet, Bucks, Builder March 25 Barrett, Slough 
Ponecen, Sroasen, it Dulwich March9 WA Kennett & Ada Pearson, Grove vale, 
Y uw 
Puituirs, Ln = High Wycombe, Burks, Farmer March 24 Clarke & Son, Bigh 
com! 
Siena Samver, Exeter March7 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Rexwortny, Hargiet, Kentish Town March25 Broad & Francis, Bristol 


Reyyoitps, Gertrupg Ema, St Neots, Huntingdon March 10 Williams & Jamer, 
Norfolk House, Thames Emtankment 
Rien, Axx, 8t Helen’s, Lancs April6é Ansdell & Eccles, St Helen's 


Suarianp, Joux, Aberdare, Fruiterer March21 Linton & Co, Aberdare 

Sister, Amecia, Upper Walmer, Kent March25 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

Suita, James, Kendal, Licensed Victualler March 10 Cartmel, Kendal 

Srreet, Freperick James, Gracechurch st, Solicitor Feb 16 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 

Swattrow, Saran, Ossett, York, Manufacturer March 31 Smith, Wakefield 

Tipp, Frepreicx Axprew, Kensington {Feb 24 J. H & J G Johnson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Turner, Ertey Exizasetn, Blomfield st, Westbourne sq March 9 Roweliffes & Co, 
edford row 

Uren, James, Uny Lelant, Cornwall April 29 Boase, Penzance 

Wann, Cuartes Harvey, Springfield, Essex, Beerhouse keeper March 13 Dixon 

Wituiams, Grirrrtu Evay, Carnarvon March 13 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 

London Gasette.—Tvesoar, Feb 14, 

Acugsox, Joszpn, Southampton March15 Steavenson & Couldwell, Fenchurch st 

Avostey, Francis, Idle, Yorks March 25 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

Boorn, Ricuanp, Glendon Hall, nr Ketteriag Aprilé Smythe & Bre%tell, Staple ina 

Baices, Avsent Perry, Thorner, nr Leeds March 14 Milling & Dodgson, Leeds 

Buckie, Tuomas, Gt Ouseburn, York, Coachman March 11 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 


BuLKeEtey, » tate, Gan Grorczk Tuomas, Hawthorns, nr Twyford, Berks Aprili Bloxam 
& Linco! inn fields 
Cuampers, Wituiam Samvet Taytor, Moseley Aprilll Walford, Birmingham 


Cravey, Jony, Clayton Green, nr Chorley, Lanes, Grocer March 10 Morris, Chorley 
Dixoy, Eviza, Albany st, Regent’s Park March 25 Hilder, Jermyn st 

Epwarps, Taomas, Lowton, Lancs March 10 Widdows, Leigh 

Erxarp, Resecoa Cnarvotrs, Northampton March 21 Becke & Green, Northampton 
Evans Frepenick, Birmingham, Grainer May 1 Newey & Son, Birmingham 

Fosu, Jawes, Hackneyrd March1 Chapman, Hackney ri 

Hawnsiys, Gronce, Middleton, Lancs March! Clark & Jackson, Oldham 

Heatoy, Jony, Wigan, Grocer March 18 Wright & Appleton, Wigan 

Hitt, Pearsoy, Kensington March 20 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

a Tromas, Loscoe Grange, Derby, Licensed Victualler March 25 Huish, 


ton 
Jersox, Eowarp Groner, Leeds March 11 Bond & Co, Leeds 
Kiswensty, Jays, Weston super Mare March 13 Press & Co, Bristol 
Tanewonume Mitprep Saptve Pacurser, Folkestome March 22 Farrer £ Co, Lincoln's 


Lawn, feeuas Hayren, Bayswater March 31 Minet & Co, Kiog William st 

Lirris, Groner, Worle, Somerset March 10 Wausbrough & Co, Bristol 

Lowruee, Sauvet Foarp, Liverpool, Cotton Agent March? Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Luuuey, Eviza Axx, River st, Clerkenwell March 22 Bolton & Co, Temple gdas 
Mackie, Zoomas, Silverton, Devon, Tea Planter March Is Irvine & Borrowman, Hart 


st, 
Meyrick, ELtex Karurnixs, Maidenhead, Berks Aprill H & CCollins, Reading 
Mipptetos, = a. Mancarst, Kensington Court mansions March 31 Winter- 


Qurne: 
Nicno.soy, Kan, ast Dereham March 1 Girling & Ransom, East Dereham 


Osporye, Rutu, Bath April20 Withy, Bath 
OX&NBRIDOR, by « nn Mam Apstaros, Viscountess, Lincoln March 13 


Pavan, Jou, Siubonthorpe, ar York, Railway Signalman Marché Cundall, York 
Peacoox, Fraxx, Hoxton March 1 Chapman, Hackney ri 

Pror ry » Quran, West Kensington, Mining Engineer March 11 Rareasorof: & Co, John 
Borre, i. Treeton, York, Miner March 18 Edwards & Sandford, Sheitield 
Rosrers, Cxrorie, Southend on Sea March 3 Tolhurst £ Co, Southend 
Ronears, Kexvera Brurex, Shepherd's Bush March 25 Wansey & Son, Bristol 
Scorr, Sanvet, Manchester March $1 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Bxawnns, Tuomas Avevates, Bentley, Southampton March 95 Jackson, Farnham 
Bi.apx, Ronerr Jorg, Torquay March 25 Hamlyn, Torquay 

Sxuanr, @ronor Farognics, Jermyn st May 1 Thorowgood & Oo, Copthall ct 
Burru, Horace Wiitian, Pimlico) March MQ Stibdard & Co, Leadenhall st 





Mauvey, Buzjnern, Scarborough March 11 Jennings, Driffield 





Sransyuaty, Mania, Heptonstall, York March 10 Shaw, Heddon Bridge 
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Svuruens, Ropert, Hawksclough, York March 24 Shaw, Hebden Bridge 

Tarpot, Wiiu1AM, Penge, Watchmaker March 25 East, Basinghall st 

Timmins, Ricnarp, Dudley, Chartermaster March 14 Ward, Dudley 

ieee AbA CAROLINE Many Evans, Upper St Martin’s In March 13 Burchell & Co, 


Vansonh; Gyancas 3, Upper Tulse Hill March16 Martin, Basinghall st 

London Gazette,—Fripay, Feb. 17. 
AwpreEw, Cuares, Redditch March 31 Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Barker, Hesnry, Taunton March25 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Barker, Joseru, Todmorden, Yeoman March 30 Sager, Todmorden 
Banryagp, Wit11am Berton, Hoylake, Chester, Plumber Feb28 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Bagtox, Joux, West Bromwich March25 Caddick, West Bromwich 
Bassett, Coarco1tTe Many, Sloanegardens March15 Bell & Co, Great Trinity In 
Bewynett, Axniz, Blaina, Monmouth March11 Moore, Newport, Mon 
Bonreies, CHARLES Seer Tueopore, Gipsy Hill, Surrey March 30 Oliver, Corbet ct, 
Bostey, Hexay, Yateley, Hants Cooke & Co, Wokingham, Berks 
Baiver, Wittiam OLpuAu, Audenshaw, Lancaster March 31 Thomas & Co, Manchester 
Buevey, Exiza Marra, Wandsworth Marché Sloper & Co, Wandsworth 
Caiam, Epwaxzp, Burton Leonard, nr Leeds March1 Gilling, Harrogate 


satin <>) Henry, Camberwell, Builder March 22 Collisson & Pritchard, Bed- 
10w 





eee = Fitzzoy Somenset, Oxton, Birkenhead March 31 Nicholson & Pemberton, | 
v 


Corz, Fer Wistow, Huntingdon, Miller March 13 


un 
Davy, Joux, Lapford, Devon, Draper March 25 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Deeves, Bovvenie, Epsom, Surrey, Solicitor May 1 
ictoria st 
Dixox, Witt1am, Newcastle und:r Lyme, Tea Dealer Feb 28 
Tunstall 


Mullens & Bosanquet, Queen 

Llewellyn & Ackrill, 

Eustace, Henry, Grenanstown, Nenagh, Tipperary, JP, DL, Feb 25 Sutton & Co, 
Gt Winchester st 

Fercuson, Repecca, Brockhurst, Hants March 28 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

Formsy, Rozert, Bath April17 Rooke & Macdonald, Bath 

Foxwe 1, Jous Greex, Highbury March 25 Leslie & Co, Gresham bldgs 

Gairriras, Exvizanetn, Sheffield, Draper May1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 

Guspry, James, Lopen, Somerset April1 Saunders, Crewkerne 

Hamuessiey, Jazez, Longton, Staffs, Tailor March 25 Cope, Longton 

Hasmert, Exizasstu Ans, Plymouth March 25 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

Haxcocx, Mary Axx, Sheffield May1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 

Hagpisc, Mantua, Chester March1 Potts & Co, Chester 


Cranfield & Wheeler, St. Ives, | 





Hoven, Axx, Hambleton, Lancaster March25 Anderton, Blackpool 
Hvumpuaizs, Bernarp, Bocking, Essex, Innkeeper March 21 Surridge, Coggeshall 
Hvuntiy, Mary, Ticehurst, Suesex March 18 Balcombe, Ticehurst 
| Jessr, Grorce Ricuagp, Henbury, nr Macclesfield May1 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
| Jew, Samvec, East Stonehouse, Devon March 26 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
Lesisn, ELeanor Isanet, Chelsea March15 Peet & Manduell, Wool Exchange 
Lomas, Saran Jane, Ashton under Lyne March 4 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 
Martiy, Mary, Lower Clapton March14 Bate & Co, Bedford row 
Mname, Jous Tuomas, Ridgemount, Bedford, Innkeeper March 25 Smith, Woburn, 


| Mitis, Mrs Lerit14, Belsize Park, Hampstead March 31 Gard & Co, Gresham bldgs 

| Morrcocx, Mary Jane, Cambridge April1 Ley & Co, Carey st 

amy ing Cullercoats, Northumberland March10 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Nosie, WILLIAM, Oppidan’s rd, Priwrose Hill March 14 Donaldson, Bedford row 

Parxisson, Tuomas, Manchester, Calico Printer March 31 Bedell, Manchester 


PaBMENTER, Ropentin Ann Exizapetu, Ballingdon, Essex March 23 Ransom & Sons, 
Sudbury, Suffolk 


Pearson, Ropert, Liverpool, Car Proprietor March 31 Oakshott & Co, Liverpool 
| PercivaL, Freperic, Beckenham Aprill Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Porrer, W1t114M, Pocklington, York, Wheelwright April 5 Robson, Pocklington 
| Rosz, Georaz, Yoxford, Suffolk March14 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 
Rosset, Gzorce, Lee, Kent March 25 Western & Sons, Essex st, Strand 


RussE., Gzorce Josern, Steamship “ Phra Nang,”’ Chief Engincer March 16 Galbraith, 
Victoria st 
March 11 


Sanpitanps, Waurer Samvet To.itet, Sandown, IW 
Fenchurch av 

SeweE 1, Fanny Emma, Butley Mills, Suffolk March 21 Welton, Woodbridge 

Saaw, Rey GeoncGe, South Cockerington, Lincoln March15 Falkner, Louth 


Suaw, James, Oaford, Licensed Victualler March8 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 


ScmMERSKILL, CHARLES Wit.iam, Walmley, Warwick Feb 28 Shakespeare & Co, 
Birmingham 

Symons, James Anprew, East Stonehouse, Devon, Insurance Agent March 25 Rodd, 
East Stonehouse, Devon 


Sandilands & Co, 


WAKELIN, ere, Ravensthorpe, Northampton, Farrer March 25 Phillips, North- 
ampton 

Waker, Rev Heyry, Hunstanton, Norfolk March 31 Micklem & Hollingworth, 
Gresham st 


Warerratt, Rev Georce How,rp, Tollard Royal Rectory, Wilts March 17 Creech, 
| Sturmins*er Newton, Dorset 

Wespea, Mrs E11zs Wave, Bradninch, Devon April1 Sparkes & Co, Exeter 

Woops, Ettex, Tuddenham Saint Martin, Suffolk April1 Gooding, Ipswich 


WorraiscrTox, Tuomas, Stapenhill, Derby March 14 Beale & Co, Birmingham 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fuivay, Feb. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Oxford Pet Feb7 Ord 


Qvetcu, Joux, Peckham, Butche:’s Manager High Court 


. a) 
Feitn, WiittaM, Leicester, Fish Dealer March 8 at 12.3 
| Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Rosixsoyx, WitttAm Grorce Janus, Oxford, Tobacconist | Hammpy, ALEXANDER WiLL14m, Manchester, Commission 


Feb 21 Agent March 3 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 





Avaus, Josern, Gainsborough, Labourer Lincoln Pet 
Ord Feb 20 

Astuoxy, Hexny ;Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jani16 Ord Feb 21 

Arttwoop, Tuomas Ricnarp, Evesham 
cester Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Avstix, VaLentixe, Middlesborough, Labourer Stockton 
op Tees Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 2) 

Baxree, Maxry, Bradford, Boot Dealer Bradford Pet Feb 


» Worcesters Wor- 


14 Ord Feb 20 

Bcrse1t, Grorce, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds Pet Jan 

Feb 20 

Canoes, (HAR Les, Horncastle, Lines, Saddler Lincoln Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Crake, Epwarp Lasceror Hype, Frodsham, Builder 
Warri Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Coren», Jons, Bristol, Painter Bristol Pet Feb21 Ord 
Feb 21 

CoetLert, Gwity™, Caerphilly, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet 


Feb18 Ord Feb 1s 

Davies, Pasir, Birmingham, Art Metal Worker Birming- 
ham Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Devoxporr, Hexny, Westmoreland pl, City rd, Licensed 


: er High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 21 
Eant, Cuagizs Nicnoras, Binegar, Somersets, Corn 
Wells Pet Feb9 Ond Feb 21 


East, Wairer Ricuann, Margate, Grocer Canterbury 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Epvwazos, Jouy, Merthyr Tydfil, Trimmer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb 20 01d Feb ® 

Geezxs, Joszru Wittiay, Warwick, Grocer Warwick 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Harmesy, Auexaxper Wiriisu, Manchester, Commirsion 
Agent ‘Manchester Pet Feb 21 Ord Fel 21 
Hares, Tuomas Sa11, Ifficey, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 18 
Baxzpwox, Josern Carreratt, Manchester, Commission 
ent Manchester Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 
Tuoxe, Jonx Evwanv, Harpenden, Hertford, Beker 
Albans Pet Feb?1 Ord Feb 21 
Jaurs, Geonoe Hesur, uth, Grocer Newport, Mon 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Lavixoetorn, Damiet ALexaxnogen Wittiam, Grarceend, 
u ster Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
McLavou.rm, Joux, end Tuomas Farnericx McDosarv, 
mm, Hardwate Merchants Birminghem Il’et 
FeabD O10 Feo 
Marrizvecs, Witssam, Kettlewell, York, 
Bradford Pet PebW Ord Feb 
Movs, Cranesce Writsam, Canterbury, Baddler Canter- 
Pt tahDw Ord Feb Ww 


8t 


Innkeeper 


Passe] mer, Sheerness, Builder Rochester Pet Feb % 
Pemcsvar, Wiitsau Towsxsox, Derly, Butcher Derby 
PAP 22 O14 Fe 2° 


Posen, Avice Jaxx, Long Melford, Suffolk, Grocer 
Ord Veb ® 


Cd Pet Yeo » 


Sawyer, Feeperick Wit1iam, Bristol Cheltenham Pet 
Feb 9 Ord Feb 22 
SeLioxs, Jouy Wiit1am Gore, Southampton, Medical 
Practitioner Southampton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
GHTHOLM, Jou, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Feb 
21 Ord Feb 21 
Sua.es, Joseru, Kensworth, Bedford, Carpenter 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Eu: 


Luton 

ST: 
Sidlesham, 
Ord Feb 21 

EroneLy, Noeman, Queensferry, Fiint, Grocer Chester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Sussex, Grocers Brighton Pet Feb 21 


Tayior, Jous Scott, Shaw, Lancs, Fireman Oldham | 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Tsomas, Roueat Henry, Whitby, York Stockton on Tees 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Titxe, Geonce Joun, Exeter, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Watros, Wiiiiam, Addesbury, Oxon, Licensed Victualler 
Banbury Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Wanrees, Wittian, 
Pet Feb 21 Urd Feb 21 

Witiias, Anne Evizanern, Brynsiencyn, Anglesey,;Draper 
Bangor Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 20 

Yousos, Hezextaun Warrer, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer 
Norwich Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


Exeter 


Avams, Josern, Gainsborough, Labourer March 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Silver st. Lincoln 
Ariwoop, Tuoma ticuaRp, Evesham, Worcesters 


March 6 at 10.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester. 

Buimex, Ateneo. Bradford, Yarn Agent March 3 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Canorex, CuarLes, Horncastle, Lincs, Saddler March 14 at 
1230 Off Ree, 31, Silver at, Lincoln 

Ciare, Antuvr, Harringay, Commercial Traveller March 
4at i130 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


Covuen, Wits, Coalville, Leicesters, Hairdresser 
March 15 at 11,30 Midland Hotel, Station et, Burton 
on Trent 

Cost sy, Atserr KEpwanp, Wandsworth, Commercial 


Traveller March 3 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
bridge 

De OsPoRt, Hesny, Westm:reland pl, City rd, Licensed 
Victualler March 3 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


xt 


Dveox, WitisaM, Stalybridge, Cheshire. Tailor March 3 
ot 220 Off kee, Byrom st, Manchester 

Kast, Warren Bicnaup, Margate, Grocer March 16 at 
0% Off Rec. 74, Castle st, Canterbury 

Evans, Witttam Damier, Liansamlet, Glam, Collier March 
7at12 Off Ree, 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Firs, Cuan.es, Woking, Builder March8at12 24, 
Railway app, London pridge 


Vuvar, Janez, KA wane, Grocer March7 at 12 Rooin 68, 


Bankruptcy blogs, Carey st 





vens, Tueresa Any, and Hersent Gronce Srevens, | 


Winchester, Wheelwright Winchester | 


chester 
| Hanreis, Tomas Sait, Shrewsbury, Salop March 3 at 11.30 
| Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 
Haves, Joux, Upper Penn, nr Wolverhampton, Baker 
March 7 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
| KEpDELL, Ambre sz ScupAmore, Dynas Powis, Glam, Mer- 
chant’s Manager March 10at3 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
| Marsu, Joun, Thoroton, Notts, Farmer March 4 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham : 
| Mines, Sipney Louis, Littlehamp' March 2.30 
} Terminus Hotel, Littlebamp 
| Moys, CLARENCE WILLIAM, Canferbury, Saddler March 16 
at9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st,|Canterbury 
| Norrox, Percy Heywoop, Didsbury March 3 at 3 Of 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Patyrexr, Aaron, Chesterfield, Derby, Fish Dealer March 
8at 2.30 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield é 
Pirz, Surgipay Wacrer, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler 
March 8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


3 at 


| Pouzarp, ALice Jane, Long Melford, Suffolk, Grocer 


March 8at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
| Poxvisc, Joux, New Swindon, Wilts, F'.uiterer March 6 
at11 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 
Prive, Caaries, Baslow, Derbys, Hotel Keeper March 3 
at1l Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 


| Ryven, Joseru. Romiley, Cheshire March 3at 2.55 Off 


Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Suuive, Janus, Rashden, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer 
March 3 at12 Off Reo, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, 
Northampton 

SPEAKMAN, WILLIAM JAmes, Southampton, Butcher March 
Sat3 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Tuorxvox, Jouy Ricuaro Vincent, Birkenhead, Picture 
Frame Maker March 6 at 12 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

Tuyyne. Cuanies, Salhouse, Norfolk, Builder March 3 at 

8 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

Trovautox, Georoy Henny, Great Cornard, Suffolk, 
Banker’s Clerk March 4p at 11.30 Cups Hotel, Co'- 
chester 

Warr, Faevenicx, EowAnp Peckert Davis, and Lovisa 
CHARLOTTE arson, Cheltenham, Coffee Dealers 
March 3 at 230 County court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Waxe, Cunisvorpnen Moraan, Sunderland March 8 at 3 

Off Bec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Wanner, Wituiam, Wincheater, Wheelwright March 10 
at3.15 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Warsosx, Isatan Wii11aM, Brimington, nr Chesterfield, 

fazon March 8at8 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Ware, James Witts1am, Malmesbury, Wilts, Miller 
March 6 at 11,80 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Witians, Luewei.yy, Blaina, Mon, Engineer rch 6 
at 12 186, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Youno, Janus, Brixton, Warehouse Foreman March 8 at 

11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








all 


ningham 


Woburn, 
bldgs 


ewcastle 


IW 


& Sons, 


albraith, 


s & Co, 


2m 
> & Co, 
Rodd, 
. North- 
ag worth, 


Creech, 


sat 12.97 


nmission 
it, Man- 


3 at 11.30 
1, Baker 
m, Mer- 
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+ March 
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Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette for Feb 21: 


Perens, Peter and Tuomas 8auvet Peters, Horsham, 


Sussex, Builders March 1 at 2.30 Off Rec, 24, Rail- 


way app, London bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ADAMS, gona, pee, Labourer Lincoln Pet 


Feb 20 


ALLEN, , a, Joux Tuouson, Anerley, Surrey, Com- 


mission Agent High Court PetJan17 Ord Feb 20 


Astuonxy, Heyry Tnomas, Kingston upon | ad Clerk | 


Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan16 Ord Feb 2 


Artwoop, Tuomas Ricuanp, Evesham Wor. ier Pet 
Feb 2 


Ord Feb 21 


8 
Austin, VALENTINE, weg Labourer Stockton | ” 


on Tees Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 


Borwricat, WittiAM WALLACE, saenem, Draper | 


High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb2 


Brewer, Davip, South Woodford, ‘Essex, Contractor | 


Hizh Court Pet Jan2é Ord Feb 2 


Buryett, Grorce, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds Pet 


Jan 27 Ord Feb 21 


Casorn, Cuares, Horncastle, Lines, Sadler Lincoln Pet 


Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Wa 
CLar«xe, Epwarp Lancetot Hype, Frodeham, Chester, | 


Builder Warrington Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


CoLEMAN, "ames Bristol, Painter Bristol Pet Fed21 Ord 


Feb 2 


Tavis, Gronce, Bexhill, Grecer Hastings Pet Jan 30) 
22 


Ord Fe 


East, WATER Brmsne,, Margate, Grocer weciaitied 


Pet Feb 21 Ori Feb 2 


Evwarps, Jouy, Merthyr “Tradl, Trimmer Merthyr Tyaal | 


Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Harrpy, ALEXANDER hed Am. Manchester, Commission | } 


Agent Manchester Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 


Harris, Toomas Sait, Iffley, Shrewsbury , 


Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 22 


Hasnrison, Josern Carrerary, Manchester, eee 


Agent Manchester Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 


Harrisox, Louis oa Livs, Hackney High Court Pet 


Jan20 Ord Fe’ 

Livenes, Davin Evans, Liangeiowen, Anglesey, Farmer 
Fangor Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 21 

James, George Hexry. Monmouth, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Knicatiey, Jonn, South st, Manchester sq, Tea Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 21 

Livine STONE, Daren ALEXANDER WitutiaM, Gravesend, 

hester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Mc Pan.ams, Wiciiam, Wych st, Strand High Court Pet 
Jan2& Ord Feb 20 

Mappieseck, WItiiam, ———. Yorks, Innkeeper 

Bradford Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 2 

Moys, Ciarexce Wiiiiam, ae ll Saddler Canter- 
bury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Forr 1.x, Percivan Wit iam, a Kent, Farmer 
Croydon Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 2 

Pert, Rosert Epwanrp, Heslington, “York, Master Mariner 
Bigh Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Feb 1 

PercivaL, Witt1aAm Tomiinson, Derby, Butcher Derby 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 








Perxrxs, Freperick Joux, Whitechapel, Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet Jani4 Ord Feb 18 

a RIGHT, JAMES, Market Deepi Lines, SES 
Petertorough Pet Feb 18 Ord eb 22 

| Potiarn, Auice Jane, Long Melford, Suffulk, Grocer 
Colchester Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

| Settoy, Joun Wittiam Gore, Southampton, Medical 
Practitioner Southampton Pet oem Ord Feb 22 

SteicHTsHoLm, Joux, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


| Speakman, Witi1am JAmes, Sextienpten, Batcher 


Southampton Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 2 
Srevens, TuHEresa Ann, and Hersertr eaten Srevess, 
idlesham, Sussex, Grocers Brighton Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 
onELy, Norway, Queensferry, Flint, Grocer Chester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Tayior, Joun Strert, Shaw, Lancs, Fireman Oldham Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
| Taomas, Ropert ory ‘, Whitby Stockton on Tees Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 
Tuorntox, Jonn Ric ie Vixcest, Birkenhead, Picture 
Frame Maker Birkenhead Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 22 
Titke, Grerce Joun, Exeter, Licensed Victualler Exeter 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
AKE, CHRISTOPHER Mors AN, Sunderland Sunderland 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 2 
Warrey, WiLuAn, Winchester, Wheelwright Winchester 
Pet Feb 2t Ord Feb 2 
Wenn, Gronce Cuak.es, Westminster Bridge rd, Submarine 
Contractor High Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 16 


Wuer ter, Georce Janes, Wimbledon, Plumber Kingston 


Surrey Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 22 
Younes, Hezexiau Water, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer 
Norwich Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


London Gazette.—Tcuspay, Feb. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aprauams, Joux, Houghton Regi:, Beds, Duck Breeder 
Luton Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2t 

Biackwett, Joun Eryest, Streatham hill, Army Tutor 
Wandsworth Pet Jan8 Ori Feb 23 


' Bostock, ALBERT bene Niurthwich, Bail ler Nantwich 


Fet Feb 14 Ord Feb 

Bowers, Ervyest, Limpefleld, Surrey, Greer Croydon 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2 

er Gerorce, Teunton, Tailor, Taunton Pet Feb 22 

Feb 

CasuMonre, a, King’s Norton, Boot Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Crusuer, Joszepu CrurksHanks, Harrog ste, Yorks, Auc- 
tioneer York Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 

Dae, Samvuet, Hanley, Staffs, Collier Hanley Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 

Davies, Epwaro, Pontesbury, Salop, Miller Shrewsbury 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 24 

Davies, Isaac Cyrus, crates Schoolmaster Banger 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 23 
DRICH iu 3 and Aprauam GoLaysxt, 
Gravel-lane, 5 xye Manufacturers High Court 

- Pet on Ord F 2 

arcourT, Harotp, -) raper High Court Pet 

Jan 30 Ord Feb 24 ™ “ 


Hinge, Hess, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb 22 > Ord 


Howarrsa, Amprosz, Saffron W: 
Camb: Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 25 
Ord Feb a Rhyl, Flint, Printer Bangor Pet Feb 23 


Lataam, Samvet, Sound, , eam, Farmer Nantwich 
Pet Feb 14 “Ord Feb 2 
Lees, James, Coleford. Glos, Bookseller Newport, Mon 
Ord Feb 23 Pet Feb 23 
Lewis, Cuarces, Haverfordweat, Boot Dealer Pembroke 
k Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 
Macpurr, James Cuarurs, Roptaree, Sussex, Printer 
tbourne Pet Feb2t Ord Feb 2 
Morais, Jos, Leicester Leicester Pet Feb 35 Ord Feb 25 
Nicnoiis, ALrrep Josers, Salisbury st, St Marylebone 
some ~¥ Shop Keeper High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord 
eb 2: 
Picxeaeit, Joux, Middlesborough Stockton on Tees Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Row.anos, Rosert, Liandwrog, Carnarvon, Labourer 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Scorr, Witttam. Bredbury, Cheshire Stockport Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 

Suart, Wrii1am James, and Josers Jous Smarr, Brierley 
Hill, Stafford. Glass Manufacturers Stourbridge Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Srenstey, Witurau James, Warren Farpenick Srexsiey, 
and Roperr Ceaic, Chester, Provision Merchants 
Chester Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

aie | fox, L. Hoxton High Court PetFeb10 Ord 

eb 23 

Watpran, Joserx Suitu, Bolton, Joiner Bolton Pet Feb 

24 Ord Feb 24 


Watt, pamnes _ Broad st, Ratcliff, Publican 
Court Pet Feb § Ord Feb 23 
@Qumeee Tuomas, Liverpoo 
pool Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
We.tixes, Groner, se. Livery-stable Keeper 
Guildford Pet Feb25 Ord Pet 5 
Weer, Henny Joux, Leicester, Corn Merchant Leicester 
Pet Feb Feb 25 
Wurrr, Jous Hevay, Stratford, Auctioneer High Court 
w orig | Ord Feb #8 bestaien, teen 
ILLIAMS LLiAM, Cerrigeeinwen, 
Bangor Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 
Ye.vuam, Major Water, Jermyn st High Court Pet 
Sept2 Ord Feb 23 


Amerded notices substituted for those publi-hed in the 
London Gazette of Feb 24: 
WALrTos, Waseem, 4 dderb: ayy Licensed Victualler 
Banbury PetFebi8 0: "Feb 1 
Haraisox, Josepn Carreratt, With, on, Lanes, Com- 
mission Agent Manchester Pct re 21 Ord Feb 21 
FIRST MEELINGS. 
Axrgosy, Hexey Tromwas, Kingston y Hull, Clerk 
March 7 atil Off Ree, Trinity House lane, Hull 
Barpweit, Wittt.a Heyray, Newmarket, Suffolk. Pork 
—— a“ 22 at 1030 of Ree, 5, Petty Cary, 


Cambrid, 
Baxter, Mass. Bradford, Boot Dealer March 7 atil Off 
Ree, 3 1, Manor row, Bradford 


Agent Liver- 

















EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANOAD SOCINTYT,. 
ESTABLISHED 1844, 


Funds exceed - 


£3,200,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE GHEAPEST ASSURANGE PROGURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPEOTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


alterations, to 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE AR marzzs. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Meiesty, ¢ a Lord Chancellor, the we of the 
Judicial B oh, Curpemation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes U; niversity end Clergy Gowns 


-ESTABLISRED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law Wi 





COPMPLETE VALUATIONS for the LEGAL PROFESSION, 
&c., of Personal and Household Effects 
according to the requirements of H.[‘1. Court of Probate. 


EXECUTORS, 


SPINK 


& 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 


& SON, 


17 & 18, PICCADILLY, LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 


PROMPTITUDE. 





LOW CHARCES. 


DISTANCE NO OBJECT. 








AL tee te Tr yee ti schemes 


~ 2 Ay. « - — 
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Bromrrecp, Georce, Faunton, Tailor March 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 5s, Hammet st, Taunton 

Cotemay, Jons, Bristol, Painter March Sat12 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 

Coorer, ALFRED Frepenick, Smethwick, 
March 22 at 2.5 County Court, West Bromwich 

Cevsuer, Josern CrurxsHanks, Harregate, Yorks, Auc- 
tioneer March 13 at 12.15 Off Recs 28, Stonegate, 
York 

Davies, Epwarp, Pontesbury, Salop, Miller March 7 at 
1130 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Deacon, SterHeN Percy Wacstarre, Manchester, Com- 
mission Agent March § at 12 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Desxearey, Carvers Pap, Manche — Solicitor March 
Sat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste’ 

Fast, Cnaries Nicnoras, Binegar, aad, Corn Mer- 
chant Sat 1239 Off Bec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Epwarpa, Jony, Merthyr Tydfil, Trimmer March 7 at 12 
35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Goopricn, Atrrerp Morzis, 
Gravel In, Costume Manufacturers 
Bankru ptey bldgs, Carey st 

Greex, Joszrn Wii11am, Warwick, Grocer March 7 at 11 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Guvey, Georce, Bridlington, Tobacconist March 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough, fcarborough 

= Hanoi, —- Draper March 7 

nkruptcy larey st 

Hewrt, ALrrep, Tinestos upon Hull, Joiner March 7 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Layz, Rosert, Cheltenham, Engineer March 7 
County Court bldgs, ( heltenham 

Livixestoxe, Dastet ALexanver Witiiam, Gravesend, 
Tobacconist March 13 at1l 115, High st, Rochester 

Marrieseck, Wittiam, Kettlewell, Yorks, Innkeeper 
March S8at1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Mocanoves, Sipszy Rosert, Edgbaston, Builder March 

9ati1l1 174. Corporation st, Birmingham 

Bic ROLLS, Atrgep Joszpn, Salisbury st, St Marylebone, 

General Shop d aaanl March 7 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


P< and Davin Owes Wrutiams, Lianelly, 
to Merchants March 11 at 11.30 Off Ree, 4, 
Queen st, Carmarthen 
Parse, Hexey, - Builder March 13 at 11.30 
st, Rocheste 


and ApranaM GOLANSKI, 
March 10 at 11 


at 12 


at 3.15 


115, 

Pease, Sypxey Tao ate Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 
Mar9ati13) 24, Railway a , London bridge 

Peexiss, Frepgrick Jonsx, itechay Licensed 
Victualler Mar 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Fuer.res, Josern Garaparpt, Smethwick, Stafford, Publisher 

Mar 22at2 County Court, West Bromwich 

Piownzicnut, James, Market Deepeng, Stonemason Mar 10 
at12 Law Courta, New road, Peterborough 


Staffs, Grocer 


Qvetn, Jony, Peckham, er Mar 9 


at 2.30 Bankruptey bia 

Roserts, ALETn Epwakp, eltontzam, Church Furnisher 
Mar7at5 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Se.ios, Jonny Witiiam Gore, Southampton, Mi dical Prac- 
titioner Mar 10 at 8.45 Off Rec, 172, High st, 
Southampton 

Simons, Wiittam, Goxhill, Lines, Cattle Dealer Mar 7 
atll Off Rec, 16, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Smaes, Josern, Kensworth, Bedford, Carpenter March 9 
atil Off Rec, 14, St. Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Stevens, TueresaA Ann, and Herpet Georce SreveENs, 
Sidlesham, Sussex, Grocers March 8 at 2.30 Dolphin 
Hotel, Chichester 

Swirt, Harry Davin, Sheffield March 8 at 2 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

TILKE, GEORGE Joun, Exeter, Licensed Victualler March 
15 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Wattos, Witiiam, Adderbury, Oxon, Licensed Victualler 
March 7 at 12 Off Rec, 1, 8t Aldgate st, Oxford 

Wik ATLEY, Emity Mavo, Ch eltenham, Music Seller March 
7at4.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Wherever, Grorce Jaues, Wimbledon, Plumber March 8 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apranans, Jony, Boughton bea, | senins Duck Breeder 
Luton Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 

Bromriztp, Grorcz, Taunton, Tailor Taunton Pet Feb 
22 Ord Feb 22 

Crarke, Exoca, Leicester, Leather Merchant Leicester 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 20 

Cevsner, Joszrn CrviKsHANKSs, Harrogate, Yorks, 
Auctioneer York Pet Feb 24 

Dave, Sauvet, Hanley, Staffe, Collier Hanley Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 

Davies, Isaac Cyrus, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, School- 
master Bangor Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

ios > wae Edgware, Grocer Barnet Pet Feb7 Ord 

eb 21 

Greex, Josern Witiiam, Warwick, Grocer 

Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 25 


Hents, Atnert Carisie, Ridgmount st High Court Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Feb 22 


Warwick 


Ta. See, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb 22 Ord | 


Hyman, Maurice Apranam, Westbourne ter, Hyce Park, 
Furrier High Court Pet Nov10 Od Feb 23 

Inoxs, Jous Epwarp, Har 
Albans Pet Feb 21 Feb 24 

Lezs, Janes, Coleford, oe. Bookseller Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 2: 





mden, Hertford, Baker §8t | 


| Teaumas, Wittiam Henry, 


Lewis, Cuarvss, Haverfordwest, Boot Dealer hatha 
Dock Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 2 ; -_ 

Mixes, Sipvey Lov te Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 

Mosnis, Jog, Laie Leicester Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


Nicworts, Atrrep Josers, Salisbury st, St Marylebone, 

General Shop Keeper High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord 
e 

Norman, Jonny, and Davin Owen Wi tims, 
Potato Merchants Carmathen Pet Jan 
Feb 25 

Puzcres, Josern Garasacpt, Smethwick, Statford, Publisher 
‘West Bromwich Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 

Pickrectit, Joux, Middlesborough Stockton on Tees Pet 
Feb 23 Oid Feb 23 

Rapcuirrg, James, Herne Hill, Engineer High Court’ Pet 
Dec 22° Ord Feb 24 

Row anos, Rosest, Llandwrog, 
Bangor Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 

Rorrves, Freverick Harpy, St Jo hn’ 3 Wood 
Pet Jan12 Ord Feb 20 

Scorr, WiLL AM, ears Cheshire 
24 Ord Feb 

SMA ey JosEPH, _ ry Bedford, 

Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Swain, Joun Artav By Leicester, Merchant Leicester Pet 
Feb8 Ord Feb 

Swirt, Harry ote Sheffield 
Ord Feb 23 

Toprix, rcy, Rhyl, 
Ord Feb 23 

Watpram, Josern Sata, Bolton, Joiner B>lton 
24 Ord Feb 24 

West, Hexsry Jouxy, Leic ater, Corn Merchant 
Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 2 

Wuite, Jous Henry, Stratford Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 2 

Wirurams, Witiiam, © iaatiniee Miiler 
Bangor Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Warsen Soe East Keal, Lincs, Seite Sagem 

Agent Boston Pet Janl4 Ord Feb 


Amended notice substituted for that published ia the 
London Gazette of Feb 24: 


Harnisoy, Josera Catrerarr, Withington, Lancs, Commis- 
sion Agent Manchester "Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Tautiiediten Brighton 


Llanelly, 
27 Ord 


P Carni arvon, Labourer 
High Court 
Stockport Pet Feb 
Carpenter Luton 


Sheffield Pet Jan 17 


Flints High Court Pet Dec § 
Pet Feb 


Leicester 


Anglesey, 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


J Lincoln, Cabinet Maker Lin- 
coln Adjud March 21,1898 Annul Feb 20, 1899 





——— 
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AND MERIT 
ALONE 
HAS MADE 


A Proved Success. 


It is found in the homes of hundreds of thcusands of 
people, who cannot be induced to go without it, 
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PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ESSES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
, & Co.) conduct 


Interests, 
the PIBST ani THIED THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the yeer, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 


5 aia are the eppintiente fixed for 16) :— 
Thureisy, rch 16, Thursday, Aug. 17 
Thursday, April 6 Thursday, Bept. 7 

¥; i 20. Thuriday, Bey 21, 
Thursday, Ook 5. 
Thurshay, Oct. 19. 
Thurelay, Nov. 2 
Thurplay, Nov. 14. 
Thuretay, Dec. 7 
Thureiey, Dec. 21. 
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Thuriey, Avg. 2. 
Ofbes, 6, Poulizy, Lonivn, EC. Tdephone No. 999 Bank 


MONTHLY PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
BASES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
nnounce that their MONTHLY PRO- 


ti 
PERTY AUC “TION 6 are held at the MART, Tokenhouse- | 


yard, Z.C., on the THIRD WEDNESDAY in every month | 


throughout the year. 
intmente ~ x4 for 1809 are as follows :— 
TWolbesday, March Wednesday, Aug. 16. 
Wednesday, A Ww y, Bept. 20 
Wednenday, Oct, 18. 
Wednesday, Nov. 16. 
Wednesday, Dec. 20. 
Trustees having Properties for 
fale are respectfully invited to commpemiante with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, EC. 
Peleghone No. 999 Beak. 


J A. & W. ‘THARP, 
J « veyors, and Estate Agents, 9%, eosten, Folgate, 
Bishopagate-street, E., and Leytonstone, Kesex. Telephone 
No. 176 (Avenue), 

PERIODICAL BALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE- 
HOLD PROPERTIES, BTOCKS, BH 42S, and DEBEN 
TURKS, held at the MART. RKENEA collected and 
Estates managed in all parts of London and Kuburbs, 

Inclusive terms on receiving instructions 


oe 


Auctionsers, Sur- 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1899. 
MESSBS. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 


beg to announce that their SALES of ESTATES, Invest- 
ments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, ‘Business 
mises, Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Re- 
versions, Stocks, Shares, and o‘her Properties will be 
| held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near 
the Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, March 7. Tuesday, June 27, 
Tuesday, March 14. Tuesday, July 4, 
Tuesday, March 21. Tuesday, Juty 11. 
Tuesday, March 28. Tuesday, July 18. 
Tuesday, April 11, Tuesday, July 25. 
Tuesday, April 18. Tuesday, August 1, 
Tuesday, A’ ih 25. Tuesday, August 15. 
Tuesday, Tuesday, October 10. 
Tuesday, May °. Tuesday, October 24. 
Tuesday, May 16, | Tuesday, October 31. 
Tuesday, May 30. Tuesday, November 14. 
Tuesday, June 6. Tuesday, November 21, 
Tuesday, June 13, Tuesday, December 5. 
Tuesday, June 20, 


y arrangement, Auctions can also be held on other 

fms, & in town orcountry. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 

ter undertake Sales and Valuations 

| or Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Picturer, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 


DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 

Goering Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 

| mises to be Let or Bold by private contract are published on 

the 1st of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 

Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 

Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Oheapside, London, H.C. 
Telephone Ne No. 603, Bank, 


Sale Days for the Year 1890,— Messrs, 


{AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & Co. beg to announce 
days have been fixed for their SALES 


that the followin 
MART, Tokgphouse-yard, KE C., during 


at the AUCTION 
the year 1809 :— 
Thursday, March 9. Thursday, July 20, 
Thursday, July 27. 
Thursday, Auguat 3, 
Thursday, August 10. 
Thursday, Peptember 21, 
Thursday, October 12. 
Thursday, October 26. 
Thursday, November 14, 
Thuraday, November 23. 
Thuraday, Desai uw 7, 
Thuraday, December 14, 


Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad 


| Thursday, March 23, 
Thureday, April 15, 
| Thursday, April 27. 
Thursday, y il. 
Thursday, May 26, 
Thursday, June 4, 
Thursday, June 22. 
Thursday, June 20, 
Thursday, July 4, 
Tharsday, July 13, 

No, 20, Flegt-ntreet, 

ntreet, B.0, 





